


INDEX 


ACCESS TO ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES. See Antitrust 
Acts, 1. 
ACCESS TO COURTS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


ACCUSATION OF CRIME. See Constitutional Law, IV; Juris- 
diction, 3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 


ACQUITTALS. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, I; II, 2; III, 3. 
ADMINISTRATION OF PRISONS. See Prisoners; Procedure, 7. 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


ADMINISTRATIVE FEES. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, 
1, 2: Ts, 2. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE. See also Federal Power 
Commission. 
Transmission of electricity —Interstate grid —Interstate com- 
merce.—FPC’s conclusion that transfer of Florida Power & Light 
Co. energy to another Florida utility’s “bus” (transmission line into 


which subsidiary lines connect) and simultaneous transfer of power 
from that utility’s “bus” to Georgia company was transmission in 
interstate commerce, was substantially supported by expert opinion 
that is in accord with known facts of electricity, and is sufficient 
to support its jurisdiction. FPC v. Florida Power & Light Co., 
p. 453. 

ADMINISTRATORS. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


ADMIRALTY. See also Longshoremen; Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act; Statute of Limitations, 1. 

Loading ship—Injury to longshoreman on pier—State law and 
not federal maritime law governs suit by longshoreman injured by 
alleged defect in his stevedore employer’s pier-based forklift truck 
that he was operating on dock to transfer cargo to point alongside 
vessel where it was to be hoisted aboard by ship’s own gear. Victory 
Carriers, Inc. v. Law, p. 202. 

ADMISSIBILITY OF CONFESSION. See Confessions; Evi- 
dence; Procedure, 2. 


AFFECTING COMMERCE. See Omnibus Crime Control and 


Safe Streets Act. 
1245 














1246 INDEX 


‘‘AGREED STATEMENT OF FACTS.’’ See Appeals; Consti- 
tutional Law, III, 2; Indigents; Transcripts, 1. 


AGREEMENT ON GUILTY PLEA. See Pleas. 


AGREEMENTS. See Interstate Commerce Act; Railroad 
Mergers. 


AGREEMENT TO ARBITRATE. Sce National Labor Relations 
Act, 3. 


AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN. See 
Constitutional Law, V; Social Security Act, 1-2. 


ALIEN REGISTRATION RECEIPT CARDS. See Aliens. 
ALIENS. 


Alien registration receipt card—Re-entry function—Possession of 
counterfeit card.—Possession of counterfeit alien registration card 
is not punishable under 18 U. 8. C. § 1546, as the primary purpose 
of the card is for identification within the United States, and its 
merely permissible re-entry function does not suffice to bring the 
card within the “required for entry” language of the statute. There 
is also a separate provision protecting the integrity of these cards, 
indicating that Congress did not intend them to be covered by 
the more general language of § 1546. United States v. Campos- 
Serrano, p. 293. 


ALTERNATE SERVICE. See Certiorari; Procedure, 1. 

ALTERNATIVES. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; In- 
digents; Transcripts, 1. 

AMENDING CORPORATE CHARTERS. See Mootness, 2 


AMENDMENT OF INDICTMENT. See Habeas Corpus, 1; Pro- 
cedure, 5. 


AMERICAN SAMOA. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
ANNUAL MEETINGS. See Mootness, 2. 


ANTITRUST ACTS. 


1. Clayton Act—Access to courts and administrative agencies— 
Conspiracies to monopolize transportation—While any carrier has 
right of access to administrative agencies and courts to defeat appli- 
cations of competitors for certificates as highway carriers, and its 
purpose to eliminate an applicant as competitor may be implicit in 
such opposition, its First Amendment rights are not immunized from 
regulation when they are used as an integral part of conduct violative 
of antitrust laws. California Transport v. Trucking Unlimited, p. 
508. 
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ANTITRUST ACTS—Continued. 

2. Sherman Act—American Samoa—Section 3 of the Sherman Act 
applies to the unorganized territory of American Samoa. United 
States v. Standard Oil Co. of Cal., p. 558. 


APPEALS. See also Appointment of Counsel; Bail, 2: Conscien- 
tious Objectors; Constitutional Law, II, 4; III, 2: IV; Crim- 
inal Justice Act; Indigents; Jurisdiction, 1-4; Procedure, 3: 
Statute of Limitations, 2; Transcripts, 1. 

Free trial transcripts—Burden of proof—When defendant’s 
grounds for appeal, as here, make out colorable need for complete 
transcript, State has burden of showing that only a portion thereof 
or an “alternative” will suffice for an effective appeal on those 
grounds. Mayer v. City of Chicago, p. 189. 

APPLICATION FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL. See Ap- 
pointment of Counsel; Criminal Justice Act. 

APPLICATION FOR BAIL. See Bail, 1-2; Conscientious Ob- 
jectors; Constitutional Law, II, 2; III, 3. 

APPLICATION FOR CONTINUATION OF BAIL. See Certio- 
rari; Procedure, 1. 

APPLICATION FOR INJUNCTION. See School Desegregation, 
4. 

APPLICATION FOR REINSTATEMENT OF STAY. See Pro- 
cedure, 9; School Desegregation, 2. 

APPLICATION FOR STAY. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; 
Contempt, 1; Freedom of Information Act; National Labor 
Relations Board; Procedure, 4, 11; School Desegregation, 1, 
3, 5-6. 

APPLICATION FOR STAY OF MANDATE. See Certiorari; 
Procedure, 1. 

APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RELIEF. See Rehearings. 


APPOINTMENT OF ADMINISTRATORS. See Constitutional 
Law, III, 1. 


APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL. See also Criminal Justice Act. 

Court of Appeals—Petition for certiorari—Criminal Justice Act — 
Where Court of Appeals (apparently on basis of imapplicability of 
court rule) denied motion of petitioner as claimed indigent for ap- 
pointment of counsel to assist in preparing petition for writ of certi- 
orari, case remanded for reconsideration of motion in light of any 
relevant provisions of Criminal Justice Act. Doherty v. United 
States, p. 28. 
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APPORTIONMENT. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 4-5; Proce- 
dure, 11. 


APPROVAL BY INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION. 
See Interstate Commerce Act; Railroad Mergers. 


ARBITRATION AWARDS. See National Labor Relations Act, 3. 
ARMED FORCES. See Conscientious Objectors. 
ARMY REGULATIONS. See Conscientious Objectors. 


ARTIFICIAL ISLANDS. See Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act; Statute of Limitations, 1. 


ASSIGNMENT OF WORK. See National Labor Relations Act, 3. 
ASSOCIATION WITH EX-CONVICTS. See Parole. 


ATTORNEYS. See Appointment of Counsel; Contempt, 3; Crim- 
inal Justice Act; Procedure, 10; Sentences, 1. 


AUTOMOBILE ACCIDENTS. See also Constitutional Law, II, 1. 

Suspension of license—Due process—Hearing—Although there is 
a substantial question whether Utah’s Motor Vehicle Safety Re- 
sponsibility Act on its face affords the procedural due process re- 
quired by Bell v. Burson, 402 U. S. 535, here, where state court 
stayed the order suspending appellant’s license pending completion 
of judicial review and conducted hearing at which appellant was 
given opportunity to present evidence and cross-examine witnesses, 
there was no denial of procedural due process. Jennings v. Mahoney, 
p. 25. 


BAIL. See also Certiorari; Conscientious Objectors; Constitu- 
tional Law, II, 2; III, 3; Procedure, 1. 


1. Illinois bail system—Bail bond deposit—Retention charge— 
Illinois bail system, providing three ways an accused can secure pre- 
trial release: (1) personal recognizance, (2) execution of bail bond, 
with deposit of 10% of bail, all but 10% of which (1% of bail) is 
returned on performance of bail conditions, and (3) execution of bail 
bond, secured by full-amount deposit of cash, securities, or real 
estate, all of which is returned upon performance of bond conditions, 
does not violate equal protection requirements, and retention of 1% 
charge does not deny due process. Schilb v. Kuebel, p. 357. 

2. Narcotics conviction—Appeal—Proof— Application for bail 
pending appeal should not be denied here since applicant’s appellate 
contentions concerning nature and quantum of proof are not frivolous 
and there is no substantial evidence that he is a flight risk. Harris 
v. United States (DovuG.as, J., in chambers), p. 1232. 
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BAIL BONDS. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, II, 2; III, 3. 
BAIL REFORM ACT OF 1966. See Bail, 2. 


BARGAINING AGENTS. See National Labor Relations Act, 
1, 4, 


BENEFICIARIES. See Social Security Act, 2. 
BENEFITS. See Constitutional Law, II, 5. 


BEYOND A REASONABLE DOUBT. See Confessions; Evi- 
dence; Procedure, 2. 


BIAS. See Contempt, 3. 
BOARD OF REGENTS. See Jurisdiction, 4. 
BOMBS. See Constitutional Law, I. 


BURDEN OF PROOF. See Appeals; Bail, 2; Constitutional 
Law, III, 2; Indigents; Transcripts, 1. 

‘*BUS.’’ See Administrative Procedure; Federal Power Com- 
mission. 

BUSING. See School Desegregation, 6. 

CALIFORNIA. See School Desegregation, 1, 4. 

CAMPUS ACTIVITIES. See Jurisdiction, 4. 

CARGO. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 

CARRIERS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 

CEASE-AND-DESIST ORDERS. See National Labor Relations 
Act, 1, 4. 

CERTIFICATES OF DEPOSIT. See Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934, 1. 

CERTIFICATION OF CARRIERS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 

CERTIORARI. See also Appointment of Counsel; Criminal Jus- 
tice Act; Procedure, 1; Rehearings. 


Procedure—Conscription for presidential war—Bail—Since three 
Members of the Court have manifested their willingness in the past 
to consider certain aspects of constitutional questions arising from 
conscription for a presidential war, bail is continued in this case, 
which involves one such issue, pending disposition of applicant’s 
petition for certiorari. Pryor v. United States (Dovcuas, J., in 
chambers), p. 1242. 


CHARTER AMENDMENTS. See Mootness, 2. 
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CHICAGO. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; Indigents; 
Transcripts, 1. 

CHILDREN. See Constitutional Law, V; Social Security Act, 
1-2. 

CHINESE ANCESTRY. See School Desegregation, 1. 

CHURCH PARKING LOTS. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 

CIVIL CONTEMPT. See Contempt, 1; Procedure, 4. 

CIVILIAN SERVICE. See Certiorari; Procedure, 1. 

CIVIL RIGHTS. See Prisoners; Procedure, 7. 

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. See also Equal Employment Op- 
portunity Commission; School Desegregation, 5. 

Discrimination in employment—Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission—Procedure—Procedure whereby EEOC, after having 
received written complaint of discrimination in violation of the Act, 
orally referred it to appropriate state agency, waited until that 
agency terminated jurisdiction, and then formally filed charge on be- 
half of complainant without having obtained additional written charge 
within 30 days of termination of state proceeding, satisfies require- 
ments of §§ 706 (b) and (d) of the Act. Love v. Pullman Co., p. 522. 
CIVIL RIGHTS ACTS. See also Habeas Corpus, 2. 

State prisoners—Conditions of confinement—Habeas corpus —Peti- 
tioners, state prisoners whe complained about conditions of confine- 
ment and filed habeas corpus petitions, were entitled to have their 
actions treated as claims for relief under the Civil Rights Acts, to 
which exhaustion requirements do not apply. Wilwording v. Swen- 
son, p. 249. 

CLAYTON ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 

COERCION. See Confessions; Evidence; Procedure, 2. 

COLLATERAL ESTOPPEL. See Constitutional Law, I. 

COLLATERAL FOR LOANS. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, 1. 

COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Interstate 
Commerce Act; National Labor Relations Act, 3; Railroad 
Mergers. 

COLLEGES. See Jurisdiction, 4. 

COLLEGE STUDENTS. Sce Constitutional Law, V; Social Se- 
curity Act, 1. 


COMMERCE. See Administrative Procedure; Federal Power 
Commission; Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. 
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COMMERCIAL USE. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 


COMMINGLING OF ENERGY. See Administrative Procedure; 
Federal Power Commission. 


COMPENSATION CLAIMS. See Longshoremen’s and Harbor 
Workers’ Compensation Act. 


COMPENSATION PAYMENTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 5. 
COMPETITION. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


COMPLAINANTS. See Intervention; Labor-Management Re- 
porting and Disclosure Act. 


COMPLAINTS. See Civil Rights Act of 1964; Equal Employ- 
ment Opportunity Commission. 


COMPLAINTS OF PRISONERS. See Civil Rights Acts; Ha- 
beas Corpus, 2. 


CONDITIONS. See Interstate Commerce Act; Railroad Mergers. 


CONDITIONS OF CONFINEMENT. See Civil Rights Acts; Ha- 
beas Corpus, 2. 


CONFESSION AND AVOIDANCE. See Constitutional Law, II, 
4; IV; Jurisdiction, 3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 

CONFESSIONS. See also Evidence; Procedure, 2. 

Admissibility—Preponderance of the evidence—Due process — 
Hearing on voluntariness of confession required by Jackson v. Denno, 
378 U.S. 368, is not designed to implement presumption of innocence 
and enhance reliability of jury verdicts, but to prevent use of co- 
erced confession as violative of due process quite apart from its truth 
or falsity. Consequently, determining admissibility of confession 
by preponderance of the evidence is not inconsistent with mandate 
of In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358. Lego v. Twomey, p. 477. 


CONFINEMENT. See Civil Rights Acts; Habeas Corpus, 2. 
CONJECTURE. See Monotness, 2. 
CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTORS. 


Post-induction hearing—Army regulations—Modification of sen- 
tence—Bail—Where applicant for bail, who was convicted for re- 
fusing to submit to induction, seeks modification of sentence to enable 
him to submit to induction and obtain from Army a ruling on claim 
on ground that at time of induction Army regulations did not per- 
mit such in-service review (now implicitly authorized by Ehlert v. 
United States, 402 U. S. 99), he should be released on own recog- 
nizance pending disposition of appeal. Lopez v. United States 
(Dovetas, J., in chambers), p. 1213. 
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CONSCRIPTION. See Certiorari; Procedure, 1. 


CONSOLIDATIONS. See Interstate Commerce Act; Railroad 
Mergers. 


CONSPIRACIES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Appeals; Automobile Acci- 
dents; Bail, 1; Certiorari; Confessions; Contempt, 1; Indi- 
gents; Jurisdiction, 1, 3; Mootness, 3; Procedure, 1-2, 8-9, 
11; School Desegregation, 1-3, 5; Social Security Act, 1; 
Statute of Limitations, 2; Transcripts, 1. 


I. Double Jeopardy. 

Acquittal in first trial—Evidence—Principle announced in Ashe 
v. Swenson, 397 U. S. 436, which bars second criminal trial where 
defendant had been acquitted in previous trial involving same ulti- 
mate factual issue, applies irrespective of whether jury in first trial 
considered all relevant evidence, and irrespective of State’s good 
faith in bringing successive prosecutions. Harris v. Washington, 


p. 55. 


II. Due Process. 

1. Automobile accident—Suspension of license-—Although there is 
a substantial question whether Utah’s Motor Vehicle Safety Respon- 
sibility Act on its face affords the procedural due process required 
by Bell v. Burson, 402 U. S. 535, here, where state court stayed the 
order suspending appellant’s license pending completion of judicial 
review and conducted hearing at which appellant was given oppor- 
tunity to present evidence and cross-examine witnesses, there was no 
denial of procedural due process. Jennings v. Mahoney, p. 25. 

2. Illinois bail system—Retention charge-—No due process denial 
results from retention of 1% charge, which is an administrative fee 
(and not a cost of prosecution), imposed on all—guilty and innocent 
alike—who seek benefit of Illinois bail bond deposit procedure. 
Schilb v. Kuebel, p. 357. 

3. Legislative resolution—Contempt—wWisconsin legislative reso- 
lution citing petitioner for contempt for conduct on Assembly floor 
two days previous and sentencing him to confinement was violative 
of due process, since petitioner, who was readily available, was given 
no notice before resolution was adopted or afforded any opportunity 
to respond by way of defense or extenuation. Groppi v. Leslie, 
p. 496. 

4. Prosecutorial delay—Prejudice—Though Due Process Clause 
may provide basis for dismissing indictment if defense can show at 
trial that prosecutorial delay has prejudiced right to fair trial, ap- 
pellees have not claimed or proved actual prejudice resulting from 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 
the pre-accusation delay and their due process claims are therefore 
speculative and premature. United States v. Marion, p. 307. 

5. Social Security Act—Workmen’s compensation —Section 224 of 
the Social Security Act, which requires reduction in social security 
benefits to reflect workmen’s compensation payments, has a rational 
basis and does not violate the Due Process Clause of the Fifth 
Amendment. Richardson v. Belcher, p. 78. 


III. Equal Protection of the Laws. 

1. Administration of estates—Sex discrimination—Mandatory 
provision of Idaho probate code that gives preference to men over 
women when persons of same entitlement class apply for appoint- 
ment as administrator of decedent’s estate is based solely on discrim- 
ination prohibited by and therefore violative of the Equal Protection 
Clause. Reed v. Reed, p. 71. 

2. Free trial transcript—Nonfelony offenses—Distinction drawn 
by Illinois Supreme Court rule between felony and nonfelony offenses 
for furnishing free trial transcripts for appeals is an “unreasoned 
distinction” proscribed by the Fourteenth Amendment, and the fact 
that charges on which appellant was convicted were punishable by 
fine rather than confinement does not lessen the invidious discrim- 
ination against an indigent defendant. Mayer v. City of Chicago, 
p. 189. 

3. Illinois bail system—Retention charge—lllinois bail system, 
providing three ways an accused can secure pretrial release: (1) per- 
sonal recognizance, (2) execution of bail bond, with deposit of 10% 
of bail, all but 10 % of which (1% of bail) is returned on per- 
formance of bail conditions, and (3) execution of bail bond, secured 
by full-amount deposit of cash, securities, or real estate, all of which 
is returned upon performance of bond conditions, does not violate 
equal protection requirements. Schilb v. Kuebel, p. 357. 

4. Mississippi Legislature—Court-ordered reapportionment plan. — 
Even if it be assumed that congressional redistricting decisions of this 
Court, on which appellants rely, are controlling here, it does not 
follow that 1971 elections of Mississippi legislators under court- 
ordered reapportionment plan should be invalidated, and in cir- 
cumstances of this case those elections will not be disturbed; and 
further consideration is inappropriate until completion of court- 
ordered proceedings to consider creation of single-member districts. 
Connor v. Williams, p. 549. 

5. Virginia reapportionment—Denial of stay—Stay of three-judge 
District Court judgment in Virginia reapportionment case is denied, 
as JUSTICE Back does not believe that four Justices are likely to note 








1254 INDEX 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 

probable jurisdiction in view of fact that District Court order re- 
vising electoral districts was substantially unanimous and delay 
incident to review might further postpone important state elections. 
Mahan v. Howell (Back, J., in chambers), p. 1201. 


IV. Sixth Amendment. 

Speedy trial—Pre-accusation delay—Sixth Amendment’s guar- 
antee of speedy trial is applicable only after person has been 
“accused” of a crime, which in this case did not occur until appellees 
(who had not previously been arrested or otherwise charged) were 
indicted. United States v. Marion, p. 307. 


V. Supremacy Clause. 

Social Security Act—College students—Under § 402 (a)(10) of 
the Act, a state plan under the AFDC program must provide that 
aid to families with dependent children shall be furnished to “all 
eligible” individuals. Since § 406 (a) (2)(B) makes dependent 18-20- 
year-olds eligible for benefits whether attending college or a voca- 
tional or technical training course, and Congress has authorized no 
limitation of eligibility standards within the age group, Illinois’ 
program disqualifying college students conflicts with the federal stat- 
ute and violates the Supremacy Clause. Townsend v. Swank, p. 282. 
CONTEMPT. See also Constitutional Law; Procedure. 

1. Grand jury witness — Refusal to answer — Wiretaps. — Where 
prosecutor represented that no wiretaps had been used in case being 
investigated by grand jury, and where witness presented no evidence 
or probable cause for believing wires had been tapped, witness’ civil 
contempi sentence for refusal to answer grand jury’s questions would 
not be stayed pending petition for certiorari where sole ground for 
refusal was allegation of wiretapping. Russo v. United States 
(Dovctas, J., in chambers), p. 1209. 

2. Legislative resolution—Due process.—Wisconsin legislative res- 
olution citing petitioner for contempt for conduct on Assembly 
floor two days previous and sentencing him to confinement was vio- 
lative of due process, since petitioner, who was readily available, 
was given no notice before resolution was adopted or afforded any 
opportunity to respond by way of defense or extenuation. Groppi v. 
Leslie, p. 496. 

3. Statements during summation—Disruption of court—Threat to 
administration of justice—Statements of defendant, who defended 
himself at trial, that court was biased, had prejudged his case, and 
that he was a political prisoner, did not constitute criminal con- 
tempt, as they were not uttered in boisterous tone, did not actually 
disrupt court proceeding, or constitute an imminent threat to ad- 
ministration of justice. In re Little, p. 553. 
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CONTINUANCES. See Contempt, 3. 

CONTRACTORS. See National Labor Relations Act, 3. 

CONVICTED FELONS. See Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act. 

CONVICTIONS. See Sentences, 1. 

CORPORATE CHARTERS. See Mootness, 2. 


CORPORATE OFFICERS. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, 1. 


CORPORATIONS. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 2. 
CORPUS CHRISTI. See Procedure, 9; School Desegregation, 2. 


CORRECTION OF ERRORS. See Longshoremen’s and Harbor 
Workers’ Compensation Act. 


CORRECTION OF SENTENCE. See Mootness, 1; Sentences, 2. 


COUNSEL. See Appointment of Counsel; Contempt, 3: Criminal 
Justice Act. 


COUNTERFEIT ENTRY DOCUMENTS. See Aliens. 


COURT-ORDERED APPORTIONMENT. See _ Constitutional 
Law, III, 4. 

COURT REPORTERS. See Procedure, 12; Transcripts, 2. 

COURT RULES. See Appeals; Appointment of Counsel; Consti- 
tutional Law, III, 2; Criminal Justice Act; Indigents; Tran- 
scripts, 1. 

COURTS. See Antitrust Acts, 1; Contempt, 3; Federal-State 
Relations; Injunctions, 1-2; National Labor Relations Act, 2; 
Procedure, 6. 


COURTS OF APPEALS. Sce Appointment of Counsel; Criminal 
Justice Act; Federal-State Relations; Procedure, 6. 


CREDITORS. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 1. 
CRIMINAL CONTEMPT. See Contempt, 3. 


CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT. See also Appointment of Counsel. 

Appointment of counsel—Court of Appeals—Petition for certio- 
rari—Where Court of Appeals (apparently on basis of inapplica- 
bility of court rule) denied motion of petitioner as claimed indigent 
for appointment of counsel to assist in preparing petition for writ of 
certiorari, case remanded for reconsideration of motion in light of 
any relevant provisions of Criminal Justice Act. Doherty v. United 
States, p. 28. 
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CRIMINAL LAW. See Aliens; Appeals; Appointment of Coun- 
sel; Bail, 1-2; Certiorari; Confessions; Conscientious Objec- 
tors; Constitutional Law, I; II, 2-4; III, 2-3; IV; Contempt, 
2-3; Criminal Justice Act; Evidence; Federal-State Rela- 
tions; Habeas Corpus, 1; Indigents; Jurisdiction, 3: Moot- 
ness, 1; Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act; Pleas; 
Procedure, 1-2, 5-6, 10, 12; Sentences, 1-2; Statute of Limi- 
tations, 2; Transcripts, 1-2. 


CROSS-EXAMINATION. See Automobile Accidents; Constitu- 
tional Law, II, 1. 


DAMAGES. See Admiralty; Longshoremen; Prisoners; Proce- 
dure, 7. 


DANGER TO COMMUNITY. See Bail, 2. 

DECEDENTS’ ESTATES. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 1. 
DECEPTIVE DEVICES. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 1. 
DECLARATORY RELIEF. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 
DE FACTO SEGREGATION. See School Desegregation, 4. 
DEFENDANT’S RECORD. See Procedure, 10; Sentences, 1. 
DEFENSE. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; Contempt, 2. 


DEFRAUDING CREDITORS. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, 1. 


DE JURE SEGREGATION. See School Desegregation, 1, 4. 


DELAY. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; Procedure, 11; School 
Desegregation, 4. 


DELAY IN PROSECUTION. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV; 
Jurisdiction, 3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 


DEPENDENT CHILDREN. See Constitutional Law, V; Social 
Security Act, 1-2. 


DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS. See Prisoners; Procedure, 7. 


DEPUTY COMMISSIONERS. See Longshoremen’s and Harbor 
Workers’ Compensation Act. 


DESEGREGATION. See Procedure, 9; School Desegregation, 
1-5. 

DESEGREGATION PLANS. See School Desegregation, 6. 

DESTROYING COMPETITION. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


DETERMINATION OF ADMISSIBILITY. See Confessions; 
Evidence; Procedure, 2. 
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DIRECT APPEALS. See Jurisdiction, 2; Procedure, 3. 


DISABILITY CLAIMS. See Longshoremen’s and Harbor Work- 
ers’ Compensation Act. 


DISCIPLINARY CONFINEMENT. See Prisoners; Procedure, 7. 


DISCRIMINATION. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 1-2: 
Indigents; Procedure, 9; School Desegregation; Transcripts. 


DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT. See Civil Rights Act 
of 1964; Equal Employment Opportunity Cc imission. 


DISRUPTING COURT. See Contempt, 3. 

DISSENTING JUSTICES. See Rehearings. 
DISTRIBUTION OF LITERATURE. See Jurisdiction, 4. 
DISTRICT COURTS. See Jurisdiction, 4. 

DISTRICT JUDGES. See Jurisdiction, 2; Procedure, 3. 
DISTRICTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 

DOCKETS. See Federal-State Relations; Procedure, 6. 
DOCKS. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 

DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, I. 

DOW CHEMICAL CO. Sc2 Mootness, 2. 

DRAFT. See Certiorari; Conscientious Objectors; Procedure, 1. 


DRILLING RIGS. See Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; Stat- 
ute of Limitations, 1. 

DRIVERS’ LICENSES. See Automobile Accidents; Constitu- 
tional Law, II, 1. 

DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED. See Mootness, 1; Sen- 
tences, 2. 

DRUGS. See Appointment of Counsel; Bail, 2; Criminal Justice 
Act. 

DRUNK DRIVING. See Mootness, 1; Sentences, 2. 

DUAL SCHOOL SYSTEMS. See School Desegregation, 3, 5. 

DUE PROCESS. See Automobile Accidents; Bail, 1; Confes- 
sions; Constitutional Law, II, 1-5; III, 3; IV; Contempt, 2; 
Evidence; Jurisdiction, 1, 3; Procedure, 2; Statute of Limita- 
tions, 2. 

EDUCATION. See School Desegregation, 5. 


EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS. See Jurisdiction, 4. 
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ELECTIONS. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; Freedom of Infor- 
mation Act; Intervention; Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act; National Labor Relations Board, Proce- 
dure, 11. 

ELECTORAL DISTRICTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 5: Pro- 
cedure, 11. 

ELECTRIC UTILITIES. See Administrative Procedure; Federal 
Power Commission. 


ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE. See Contempt, 1; Proce- 
dure, 4. 


ELIGIBILITY FOR AID. See Constitutional Law, V; Social Se- 
curity Act, 1. 

EMPLOYEE HEALTH INSURANCE. See National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, 1, 4. 


EMPLOYEE PROTECTION. See Interstate Commerce Act; Rail- 
road Mergers. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights Act of 1964; 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission; Interstate Com- 
merce Act; National Labor Relations Act, 1, 3-4; Railroad 
Mergers. 


ENERGY TRANSMISSIONS. See Administrative Procedure; 
Federal Power Commission. 


ENFORCEMENT PROCEEDINGS. See Intervention; Labor- 
Management Reporting and Disclosure Act. 


ENJOINING STATE COURTS. See Injunctions, 1-2; National 
Labor Relations Act, 2. 


ENTRY PERMITS. See Aliens. 


EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION. See 
also Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

Civil Rights Act—State agency—Jurisdiction—Procedure whereby 
EEOC, after having received written complaint of discrimination 
in violation of the Act, orally referred it to appropriate state agency, 
waited until that agency terminated jurisdiction, and then formally 
filed charge on behalf of complainant without having obtained ad- 
ditional written charge within 30 days of termination of state pro- 
ceeding, satisfies requirements of §§ 706 (b) and (d) of the Act. 
Love v. Pullman Co., p. 522. 


EQUAL-POPULATION DISTRICTS. See Constitutional Law, 
III, 4. 
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EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. Sce Appeals; Bail, 1 
Constitutional Law, II, 2; III, 1-5; V; Habeas Corpus, 1: 
Indigents; Procedure, 5, 11; School Desegregation, 1-3, 5: 
Social Security Act, 1; Transcripts, 1. 

ESTATES. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


EVIDENCE. See also Bail, 2; Confessions; Constitutional Law, 
I; Intervention; Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 
Act; Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation 
Act; Parole; Prisoners; Procedure, 2, 7. 

Admissibility rulings—Preponderance of the evidence—Confes- 
sions —Petitioner has not demonstrated that admissibility rulings 
based on preponderance-of-the-evidence standard are unreliable or 
that imposition of any higher standard under expanded exclusionary 
rules would be sufficiently productive to outweigh public interest in 
having probative evidence available to juries. Lego v. Twomey, 
p. 477. 

EXCEPTIONS. See Freedom of Information Act; Injunctions, 
1-2; National Labor Relations Act, 2; National Labor Rela- 
tions Board. 

EXCLUSIONARY RULES. See Confessions; Evidence; Proce- 
dure, 2. 

EX-CONVICTS. See Parole. 

EXEMPTIONS. See Jurisdiction, 1. 

EXHAUSTION OF REMEDIES. See Civil Rights Acts; Fed- 
eral-State Relations; Habeas Corpus, !-2; Procedure, 5-6. 
EXHAUSTION OF STATE REMEDIES. See Civil Rights Act 

of 1964; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 

EXPERT OPINION. See Administrative Procedure; Federal 
Power Commission. 

EXPUNCTION OF CONVICTION. Sce Mootness, 1; Sentences, 


9 


EXTENUATION. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; Contempt, 2. 
FAIR TRIALS. Sce Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV; Jurisdiction, 
3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 


FAMILY AID. See Constitutional Law, V; Social Security 
Act, 1. 
FAMILY INCOME. See Social Security Act, 2. 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES. See Injunctions, 1-2; National Labor 
Relations Act, 2. 


FEDERAL MARITIME LAW. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 
FEDERAL PAROLE BOARD. See Parole. 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION. See also Administrative 
Procedure. 

Jurisdiction — Interstate commerce — Electrical energy.— FPC’s 
conclusion that transfer of Florida Power & Light Co. energy to 
another Florida utility’s “bus” (transmission line into which sub- 
sidiary lines connect) and simultaneous transfer of power from that 
utility’s “bus” to Georgia company was transmission in interstate 
commerce, was substantially supported by expert opinion that is in 
acco#d with known facts of electricity, and is sufficient to support 
its jurisdiction. FPC v. Florida Power & Light Co., p. 453. 


FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. See Intervention; 
Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act. 


FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See also Admiralty; Constitu- 
tional Law, V; Habeas Corpus, 1; Injunctions, 1-2; Jurisdic- 
tion, 2; Longshoremen; National Labor Relations Act, 2; 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; Procedure, 3, 5-6; Social 
Security Act, 1-2; Statute of Limitations, 1. 

Habeas corpus—Retention on docket-—Court of Appeals, having 
determined that state remedies had not been exhausted by respond- 
ent, whose habeas corpus petition alleged that he had been tried 
and sentenced by senile state judge, should not have made implica- 
tions as it did as to merits of delicate subject involved, and absent 
special circumstances, should not have ordered District Court, which 
had dismissed petition, to retain case on docket until respondent had 
sought state court relief. Slayton v. Smith, p. 53. 


FEES. See Bail; Constitutional Law, II, 2; III, 3. 

FELLOW EMPLOYEES. See Parole. 

FELONIES. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; Indigents; 
Transcripts, 1. 

FELONS. See Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. 

FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Automobile Accidents; Constitu- 
tional Law, I; II, 1, 4; IV; Jurisdiction, 3; Statute of Limi- 
tations, 2. 

FINES. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; Indigents; 
Transcripts, 1. 

FIREARMS. See Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. 
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FIRST AMENDMENT. See Antitrust Acts, 1: Certiorari; Juris- 
diction, 1; Mootness, 3; Procedure, 1, 8. 


FIXED STRUCTURES. See Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; 
Statute of Limitations, 1. 

FLIGHT RISK. See Bail, 2. 

FLORIDA. See Administrative Procedure; Federal Power Com- 
mission; Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 

FORGED IMMIGRATION DOCUMENTS. See Aliens. 

FORKLIFT TRUCKS. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 

FORMER JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, I. 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Appeals; Automobile Acci- 
dents; Bail, 1; Confessions; Constitutional Law, II, 1-3; III, 
1-5; V; Contempt, 2; Evidence; Habeas Corpus, 1; Indigents; 
Procedure, 2, 5, 9, 11; School Desegregation, 1-3, 5; Social 
Security Act, 1; Transcripts. 

FRAUD. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 1. 

FREE AND UNLIMITED ACCESS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT. See also National Labor 
Relations Board. 

NLRB records—Labor representation elections—Denial of stay — 
Stay of District Court’s order under the Act that NLRB provide 
respondents with certain records concerning labor representation 
elections denied, the Act providing no exception authorizing the 
refusal to produce the requested records. NLRB v. Getman (Brack, 
J., in chambers), p. 1204. 

FREE EXERCISE CLAUSE. See Jurisdiction, 1. 

FREE TRANSCRIPTS. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; 
Indigents; Procedure, 12; Transcripts, 1-2. 

FULL-DEPOSIT BAIL. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, II, 2: 
il, 3. 

GEORGIA. See Administrative Procedure; Federal Power Com- 
mission. 

GOOD FAITH. See Constitutional Law, I. 

GOVERNMENT RECORDS. See Freedom of Information Act; 
National Labor Relations Board. 

GRAND JURIES. See Contempt, 1; Procedure, 4. 


GUILTY PLEAS. See Pleas. 
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HABEAS CORPUS. See also Civil Rights Acts; Federal-State 
Relations; Procedure, 5-6. 

1. Exhaustion of remedies—Amendment of “John Doe” indict- 
ment—Equal protection of the laws—Substance of federal habeas 
corpus claim must in first instance be fairly presented to state courts, 
and since on record and argument before it Massachusetts’ highest 
court had no fair opportunity to consider and act on the equal 
protection claim, the Court of Appeals erred in holding that re- 
spondent had exhausted his state remedies. Picard v. Connor, 
p. 270. 

2. State prisoners—Conditions of confinement—Exhaustion of rem- 
edies—Section 2254 of Title 28 U.S. C. does not erect insuperable 
barriers to invocation of federal habeas corpus and does not require 
petitioners to pursue alternative state courses suggested by Court of 
Appeals since their availability was conjectural, and regardless of 
remedy invoked, state courts have not granted hearing to state 
prisoners on conditions of their confinement. Wilwording v. Swen- 
son, p. 249. 


HARASSMENT. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE. See Social Security 
Act, 2. 


HEALTH INSURANCE. See National Labor Relations Act, 1, 4. 


HEARINGS. See Automobile Accidents; Conscientious Objec- 
tors; Constitutional Law, II, 1; National Labor Relations 
Act, 3. 


HEARSAY. See Bail, 2. 
HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS. See Jurisdiction, 4. 


HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS. See Constitutional Law, V; Social 
Security Act, 1. 


HIGHWAY CARRIERS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
HUNG JURY. See Procedure, 12; Transcripts, 2. 
IDAHO. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 
IDENTIFICATION OF ALIENS. See Aliens. 
IDENTITY. See Constitutional Law, I. 


ILLINOIS. See Appeals; Bail, 1; Confessions; Constitutional 
Law, II, 2; III, 2-3; V; Evidence; Indigents; Prisoners; Pro- 
cedure, 2, 7; Social Security Act, 1; Transcripts, 1. 


IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT. See Aliens. 
IMMIGRATION DOCUMENTS. See Aliens. 

















INDEX 


IMMINENT THREAT. See Contempt, 3. 

IMPRISONMENT. sce Civil Rights Acts; Habeas Corpus, 2. 
INADEQUATE RECORD. See School Desegregation, 6. 
INCREASED SENTENCES. See Mootness, 1; Sentences, 2. 
INDICTMENTS. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV: Habeas 


Corpus, 1; Jurisdiction, 3; Procedure, 5; Statute of Limita- 
tions, 2. 

INDIGENTS. See also Appeals; Appointment of Counsel; Con- 
stitutional Law, III, 2; Criminal Justice Act; Procedure, 12: 
Transcripts, 1-2. 

Free trial transcripts—Effective review—Although Illinois must 
afford indigent defendant a trial “ ‘record of sufficient completeness’ 
to permit proper consideration of [his] claims,” Draper v. Washing- 
ton, 372 U. S. 487, 499, it need not necessarily furnish a complete 
verbatim transcript, but may provide alternatives that accord 
effective appellate review. Mayer v. City of Chicago, p. 189. 


INDUCTION. See Certiorari; Procedure, 1. 
INDUCTION NOTICE. See Conscientious Objectors. 


INFORMATION. See Freedom of Information Act; National 
Labor Relations Board. 


INJUNCTIONS. See also Jurisdiction, 2; National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, 2: Procedure, 3; School Desegregation, 4. 

1. Enjoining state court proceedingg—NLRB=—For purpose of 
preventing frustration of National Labor Relations Act, NLRB has 
implied authority to obtain federal injunction against state court 
action pre-empted by the Act; such an injunction falls within ex- 
ception to 28 U. S. C. § 2283 recognized in Leiter Minerals, Inc. v. 
United States, 352 U.S. 220, for suits brought by the United States, 
and fact that party moving for injunction is a federal agency and 
not the Attorney General is irrelevant. NLRB v. Nash-Finch Co., 
p. 138. 

2. Unfair labor practices—Enjoining state court proceedings — 
Since action here does not seek to restrain unfair labor practices 
against which NLRB has issued complaint but is based on general 
doctrine of pre-emption, the exception in 28 U. S. C. § 2283 for 
matters “necessary in aid of its jurisdiction” is inapplicable. NLRB 
v. Nash-Finch Co., p. 138. 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 


INJURIES. See Admiralty; Longshoremen; Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act; Prisoners; Procedure, 7; Statute of Limi- 
tations, 1. 
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INJURY TO INVESTORS. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, 1. 


IN-SERVICE DETERMINATIONS. See Conscientious Objectors. 

INSIDE INFORMATION. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, 2. 

INSURANCE BENEFITS. See National Labor Relations Act, 
i 3 

INSURANCE COMPANIES. See Securities Exchange Act of 

1934, 1. 


INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTIONS. See Jurisdiction, 2; Pro- 
cedure, 3. 


INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


INTERRUPTING LEGISLATURE. See Constitutional Law, II, 
3; Contempt, 2. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Administrative Procedure; 
Federal Power Commission; Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT. Sce also Railroad Mergers. 

Section 5(2)(f)—Railroad merger—Protection of employees— 
Section 5 (2)(f) provides mandatory compensation protection for 
railroad employees affected by a -nsolidation, and the ICC’s ap- 
proval of a pre-merger collective agreement becomes a “condition” 
of the ICC’s approval of a consolidation under that section. The 
section’s “notwithstanding” proviso affords the machinery for the 
terms of a pre-merger collective agreement and thus supplies one 
minimum measure of the required fairness. Norfolk & Western R. 
Co. v. Nemitz, p. 37. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION. Scee Interstate 
Commerce Act; Railroad Mergers. 

INTERSTATE GRIDS. See Administrative Procedure; Federal 
Power Commission. 


INTERSTATE POWER TRANSMISSION. See Administrative 
Procedure; Federal Power Commission. 


INTERVENING LEGISLATION. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 
INTERVENTION. See also Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act. 
Union elections—Secretary of Labor—Complainant —Intervention 
under Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 24 (a) is warranted for this petitioner, 
who initiated the enforcement proceeding with his complaint to the 
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INTER VENTION—Continued. 

Secretary, as he may have a valid complaint about the performance 
of the Secretary, who protects not only rights of individual union 
members but also the public interest in free and democratic union 
elections, two functions that may not always dictate the same ap- 
proach to conduct of the litigation. Trbovich v. Mine Workers, 
p. 528. 


INVALID CONVICTIONS. See Procedure, 10; Sentences, 1. 
INVESTORS. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 1. 
JAILS. See Prisoners; Procedure, 7. 

JEFFERSON PARISH. See School Desegregation, 3. 


JEHOVAH’S WITNESSES. See Certiorari; Procedure, 1. 

JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, I; II, 4; IV; Jurisdiction, 
3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 

JOB ASSIGNMENTS. See National Labor Relations Act, 3. 


‘‘JOHN DOE’’ INDICTMENTS. See Habeas Corpus, 1; Pro- 
cedure, 5. 


JUDGES. See Confessions; Evidence; Federal-State Relations; 
Pleas; Procedure, 2, 6. 


JURIES. See Confessions; Evidence; Procedure, 2. 


JURISDICTION. See also Administrative Procedure; Admiralty; 
Antitrust Acts; 2; Civil Rights Act of 1964; Constitutional 
Law, II, 4; IV; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission; 
Federal Power Commission; Injunctions; Longshoremen; 
Mootness, 2; National Labor Relations Act, 2; Procedure, 3: 
Statute of Limitations, 2. 

1. Revocation of tax eremption—Nonprofit religious corporation— 
Unconstitutionality of statute—This Court has no jurisdiction to 
entertain direct appeal that Government seeks to take under 28 
U. S. C. § 1252 from Disrict Court’s decision, which did not hold 
26 U. S. C. § 501 (c)(3) unconstitutional as a whole or as applied, 
but was merely directed at the method and means by which the 
Internal Revenue Service enforced that section in this case. United 
States v. Christian Echoes Ministry, p. 561. 

2. Supreme Court—Direct appeal—Order of district judge—This 
Court has no jurisdiction under 28 U.S. C. § 1253 to entertain direct 
appeal from temporary restraining order issued under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2284 (3) by single district judge after he had certified request for 
designation of three-judge court to hear suit for permanent -relief. 
Hicks v. Pleasure House, Inc., p. 1. 
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JURISDICTION—Continued. 

3. Supreme Court—Motion to dismiss indictment—Pre-accusation 
delay—Motion to dismiss indictment for lack of speedy trial was 
in nature of confession and avoidance and constituted motion in bar 
by appellees who had not been placed in jeopardy when District 
Court ordered dismissal. That order was therefore directly appeal- 
able to this Court under former 18 U. 8. C. § 3731. United States v. 
Marion, p. 307. 

4. Three-judge courts — Campus activities — Statewide policy. — 
Three-judge court was improperly convened under 28 U.S. C. § 2281 
to consider constitutionality of rules for campus distribution of cer- 
tain literature and for dues solicitation from members of political 
organizations, since challenged rules do not have statewide applica- 
bility or effectuate statewide policy; and appeal from that court’s 
judgment should have been taken to Court of Appeals and not this 
Court. Board of Regents v. New Left Educ. Project, p. 541. 


JURISDICTIONAL DISPUTES. See National Labor Relations 
Act, 3. 


JUSTICIABILITY. See Certiorari; Procedure, 1. 
LABOR. See Injunctions; National Labor Relations Act, 2-3. 


LABOR DEPARTMENT. See Longshoremen’s and Harbor 
Workers’ Compensation Act. 


LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE 
ACT. See also Intervention. 

Union elections — Secretary of Labor — Intervention. — There is 
nothing in the language of Title IV of the Act or its legislative 
history to bar intervention by union member in a post-election en- 
forcement suit, so long as that intervention is limited to claims of 
illegality presented by the Secretary’s complaint. Trbovich v. Mine 
Workers, p. 528. 


LABOR UNIONS. See Freedom of Information Act; Interstate 
Commerce Act; National Labor Relations Board; Railroad 





Mergers. 

LACHES. See Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; Statute of 
Limitations. 

LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; 
Contempt, 2. 


LEGISLATURES. See Constitutional Lew, III, 4. 
LESSER-INCLUDED OFFENSES. See Pleas. 
LICENSES. See Automobile Accidents ; Constitutional Law, II, 1. 
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LIQUIDATORS. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 1. 

LITERATURE DISTRIBUTION. See Jurisdiction, 4. 

LOADING CARGO. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 

LOAN COLLATERAL. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 1. 

LONGSHOREMEN. See also Admiralty; Longshoremen’s and 
Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act. 

Loading ship—Injury on pier—State law and not federal maritime 
law governs suit by longshoreman injured by alleged defect in his 
stevedore employer’s pier-based forklift truck that he was operating 
on dock to transfer cargo to point alongside vessel where it was to 


be hoisted aboard by ship’s own gear. Victory Carriers, Inc. v. Law, 

p. 202. 

LONGSHOREMEN’S AND HARBOR WORKERS’ COMPEN- 
SATION ACT. 

Deputy Commissioners — Reconsideration of longshoreman’s 
claim —Section 22 of the Act, permitting a Labor Department 
Deputy Commissioner “[u]pon his own initiative . . . because of a 
mistake in a determination of fact” to review compensation claim 
within one year after rejection and issue new or modified compensa- 
tion order, authorizes Deputy Commissioner to correct factual errors 
revealed by wholly new or cumulative evidence or further reflection 
on initially submitted evidence. O’Keeffe v. Aerojet-General Ship- 
yards, p. 254. 

LOUISIANA. See Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; School 
Desegregation, 3; Statute of Limitations, 1. 

MAILING BOMBS. See Constitutional Law, I. 

MALAPPORTIONMENT. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 4. 

MANDATORY PRIORITIES. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


MANDATORY SUBJECT OF BARGAINING. See National 
Labor Relations Act, 1, 4. 


MANIPULATIVE SCHEMES. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, 1. 


MARIHUANA. See Appointment of Counsel; Criminal Justice 
Act. 


MARITIME LAW. Sce Admiralty; Longshoremen. 
MASSACHUSETTS. See Habeas Corpus, 1; Procedure, 5. 
MEDICARE. See National Labor Relations Act, 1, 4. 
MERGERS. Sce Interstate Commerce Act; Railroad Mergers. 
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MEXICO. See Bail, 2. 


MILITARY SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT. See Conscientious 
Objectors. 


MILITARY SERVICE. See Certiorari; Procedure, 1. 
MISSISSIPPI. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 
MISSOURI. See Civil Rights Acts; Habeas Corpus, 2. 


MISTAKES OF FACT. See Longshoremen’s and Harbor Work- 
ers’ Compensation Act. 


MISTRIALS. See Procedure, 12; Transcripts, 2. 
MONOPOLIES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
MONOPOLIZING TRANSPORTATION. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


MOOTNESS. See also Procedure, 8; Sentences, 2. 

1. Increased sentence—Completion of sentence—Reconsideration — 
North Carolina v. Pearce, 395 U.S. 711, does not require that re- 
spondent’s conviction be invalidated but only that he be resentenced 
if higher sentence imposed after de novo trial was vulnerable under 
Pearce. Since record deals with mootness only from standpoint of 
conviction vel non and does not reveal whether under state law 
benefits accrue in having sentence reduced after it has been served, 
case remanded for reconsideration of mootness question. North 
Carolina v. Rice, p. 815. 

2. Proxy statements—Stockholder’s proposal—Conjecture—Since 
it is extremely doubtful that, at the end of three-year period during 
which Dow Chemical Co. can exclude defeated stockholder pro- 
posal from its proxy statement pursuant to SEC rule, respondent 
will resubmit the proposal and Dow will refuse it, case is now moot. 
SEC v. Medical Committee for Human Rights, p. 403. 

3. Repeal of statute—New legislation—Subsequent repeal of stat- 
ute authorizing tax exemption for church parking lot used for com- 
mercial purposes and enactment of new legislation make relief sought 
inappropriate. District Court’s judgment is vacated and case re- 
manded with leave to appellants to amend pleadings if they desire 
to attack new statute or show that old one retains some force. 
Diffenderfer v. Central Baptist Church, p. 412. 


MOTIONS IN BAR. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV; Jurisdic- 
tion, 3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 

MOTORISTS. See Automobile Accidents; Constitutional Law, 
II, 1. 


MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY RESPONSIBILITY ACT. See 
Automobile Accidents; Constitutional Law, II, 1. 
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MULTI-MEMBER DISTRICTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 


MUNICIPAL ORDINANCES. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, 
III, 2; Indigents; Transcripts, 1. 


MURDER. See Constitutional Law, I; Habeas Corpus, 1: Proce- 
dure, 5, 12; Transcripts, 2. 


NARCOTICS. See Bail, 2. 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. See also Injunctions, 
1-2 


1. Collective bargaining—Retirees’ benefits —Retirees’ benefits are 
not, within the meaning of §§ 8 (a) (5) and 8 (d) of the Act, a manda- 
tory subject of bargaining as “terms and conditions of employment” 
of the retirees, as term “employee” excludes retirees. Chemical 
Workers v. Pittsburgh Glass, p. 157. 

2. Injunctions—Enjoining state court proceedings—Pre-emption -— 
For purpose of preventing frustration of National Labor Relations 
Act, NLRB has implied authority to obtain federal injunction against 
state court action pre-empted by the Act; such an injunction falls 
within exception of 28 U.S. C. § 2283 recognized in Leiter Minerals, 
Inc. v. United States, 352 U.S. 220, for suits brought by the United 
States, and fact that party moving for injunction is a federal agency 
and not the Attorney General is irrelevant. NLRB v. Nash-Finch 
Co., p. 138. 

3. Jurisdictional dispute—Agreement to arbitrate—“Parties to the 
dispute.”—Employers here, both of which have substantial financial 
stakes in the outcome of the proceeding under § 10 (k) of the Act, 
were “parties to the dispute” within the meaning of that provision 
and the NLRB was empowered to determine the jurisdictional dis- 
pute where the competing unions, but not the employers, had agreed 
upon a voluntary method of adjustment. NLRB v. Plasterers’ 
Union, p. 116. 

4. Mandatory subject of bargaining—Retirees’ benefits—Active 
employees.—Retirees’ benefits are not a mandatory subject of bar- 
gaining as “terms and conditions of employment” of the active 
employees in the bargaining unit. Relationship that NLRB asserted 
exists between bargaining in behalf of retirees and negotiation of 
active employees’ retirement plans is too speculative a foundation 
on which to base obligation to bargain. Chemical Workers v. Pitts- 
burgh Glass, p. 157. 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD. See also Freedom of 
Information Act. 


Freedom of Information Act—Board records—Denial of stay— 
Stay of District Court’s order under the Act that NLRB provide 
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NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD—Continued. 


respondents with certain records concerning labor representation 
elections denied, the Act providing no exception authorizing the re- 
fusal to produce the requested records. NLRB v. Getman (Buack, 
J.,in chambers), p. 1204. 


NEEDY CHILDREN. See Constitutional Law, V; Social Security 
Act, 1. 


NEW JERSEY. See Social Security Act, 2. 


NEXUS WITH INTERSTATE COMMERCE. Sce Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. 


NONFELONY OFFENSES. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, 
III, 2; Indigents; Transcripts. 

NONPROFIT RELIGIOUS CORPORATIONS. See Jurisdic- 
tion, 1. 

NONREIMBURSABLE FUNDS. See Social Security Act, 2. 

NORFOLK & WESTERN RAILROAD. See Interstate Commerce 
Act; Railroad Mergers. 

NORTH CAROLINA. See Procedure, 12; School Desegregation, 
6; Transcripts, 2. 

NOT-GUILTY PLEAS. See Pleas. 

NOTICE. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; Contempt, 2. 

NOTICE OF INDUCTION. See Conscientious Objectors. 


OBSCENITY. See Jurisdiction, 2; Procedure, 3. 


OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT. See 
also Contempt, 1; Procedure, 4. 

Possession of firearms—Convicted felons—Nezxus with interstate 
commerce.—It is not clear from language and legislative history of 
§ 1202 (a)(1) of the Act whether or not receipt or possession of 
firearm by convicted felon has to be shown in individual prosecution 
to have been connected with interstate commerce. Ambiguity of 
provision must therefore be resolved in favor of narrower reading 
that nexus with interstate commerce must be shown with respect 
to all offenses embraced by the provision. United States v. Bass, 
p. 336. 


ON-THE-JOB CONTACTS. See Parole. 
OPERATION OF JAILS. See Prisoners; Procedure, 7. 


OPPORTUNITY TO DEFEND. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; 
Contempt, 2. 
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ORDINANCES. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; Indi- 
gents; Transcripts. 


ORGANIZED TERRITORIES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 


ORGANIZING CAMPAIGNS. See Injunctions, 1-2; National La- 
bor Relations Act, 2. 


OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF LANDS ACT. See also Statute 
of Limitations. 

Personal injury action—Statute of limitations—The Act, as in- 
terpreted in Rodrigue v. Aetna Casualty & Surety Co., 395 U. S. 
352, requires that a State’s statute of limitations be applied to actions 
for personal injuries occurring on fixed structures on the Outer Con- 
tinental Shelf. Fact that Louisiana statute is “prescriptive” does 
not make it inapplicable as federal law under the Act, and a federal 
court may not apply a laches test to preclude application of the 
state time limitation. Chevron Oil Co. v. Huson, p. 97. 


PARKING LOTS. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 


PAROLE. 

Violation of parole—Fellow employees——Court of Appeals erred in 
holding that mere on-the-job contacts with fellow employees with 
police records is sufficient evidence of parole violation, in the absence 
of a clear directive of Federal Parole Board to that effect. Arciniega 
v. Freeman, p. 4. 

‘‘PARTIES TO THE DISPUTE.’’ See National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, 3. 


PAYMENTS TO VENDORS. See Social Security Act, 2. 


PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD. See Interstate Commerce Act; 
Railroad Mergers. 


PERSONAL INJURIES. See Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act; Statute of Limitations, 1. 


PERSONAL RECOGNIZANCE. See Bail, 1; Conscientious Ob- 
jectors; Constitutional Law, II, 2; III, 3. 


PETITION FOR CERTIORARI. See Appointment of Counsel; 
Criminal Justice Act; Rehearings. 


PETROLEUM PRODUCTS. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

PICKETING. See Injunctions, 1-2; National Labor Relations 
Act, 2-3. 

PIERS. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 


PLAN OF DESEGREGATION. See School Desegregation, 1, 4, 6. 
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PLASTERERS. See National Labor Relations Act, 3. 
‘*PLEA BARGAINING.’’ See Pleas. 


PLEAS. 

Agreement on guilty plea—Prosecutor’s promise—Recommendation 
as to sentence—lInterests of justice and proper recognition of prose- 
cution’s duties in relation to promises made in connection with “plea 
bargaining” require that judgment be vacated and case remanded 
to state courts for further consideration as to whether circumstances 
require only that there be specific performance of the agreement on 
the plea (that the prosecutor would make no recommendation as to 
sentence), or petitioner should be afforded relief he seeks of with- 
drawing his guilty plea. Santobello v. New York, p. 257. 


POLICE RECORDS. See Parole. 
POLITICAL ACTIVITIES. See Jurisdiction, 1. 
POLITICAL SOLICITATIONS. See Jurisdiction, 4. 


POOR PERSONS. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; Indi- 
gents; Procedure, 12; Transcripts, 1-2. 


POSSESSION OF COUNTERFEIT DOCUMENTS. See Aliens. 


POSSESSION OF FIREARMS. See Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act. 


POST-INDUCTION HEARINGS. See Conscientious Objectors. 

POWER TRANSMISSION. See Administrative Procedure; Fed- 
eral Power Commission. 

PRACTICE OF LAW. See Rehearings. 

PRE-ACCUSATION DELAYS. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; 
IV; Jurisdiction, 3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 

PRE-EMPTION. See Injunctions, 1-2; National Labor Relations 
Act, 2. 

PREJUDICE. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV; Jurisdiction, 3; 
Statute of Limitations, 2. 

PREPONDERANCE OF THE EVIDENCE. See Confessions; 
Evidence; Procedure, 2. 


PRESCRIPTIVE STATUTES. See Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act; Statute of Limitations. 


PRESIDENTIAL WAR. See Certiorari; Procedure, 1. 


PRETRIAL RELEASE. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, II, 2; 
Ill, 3. 
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PREVIOUS CONVICTIONS. See Procedure, 10; Sentences, 1. 
PRIORITIES. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 
PRISONERS. See. also Procedure, 7. 


Damages for deprivation of rights—Disciplinary punishment— 
Dismissal of claim.—Prisoner’s pro se complaint seeking to recover 
damages for injuries and deprivation of rights in imposing discipli- 
nary confinement should not have been dismissed without affording 
him opportunity to present evidence on his claims. Haines v. 
Kerner, p. 519. 


PRISONERS’ COMPLAINTS. See Civil Rights Acts; Habeas 
Corpus, 2. 


PRIVACY. See Contempt, 1; Procedure, 4. 


PROBABLE JURISDICTION. See Constitutional Law, III, 5: 
Procedure, 11. 


PROBATE CODE. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS. See Automobile Accidents; 
Constitutional Law, II, 1. 


PROCEDURE. See also Appeals; Appointment of Counsel; Bail, 
1; Certiorari; Civil Rights Act of 1964; Civil Rights Acts; 
Confessions; Conscientious Objectors; Constitutional Law, I; 
II, 2; III, 2-5; Contempt, 1; Criminal Justice Act; Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission; Evidence; Federal- 
State Relations; Habeas Corpus, 1-2; Indigents; Injunctions, 
1-2; Intervention; Jurisdiction, 2, 4; Labor-Management Re- 
porting and Disclosure Act; Mootness, 1-3; National Labor 
Relations Act, 2-3; Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; Pleas; 
Prisoners; School Desegregation, 2; Sentences, 1-2; Statute 
of Limitations, 1; Transcripts, 1-2. 

1. Certiorari—Conscription for presidential war—Bail.—Since three 
Members of the Court have manifested their willingness in the past 
to consider certain aspects of constitutional questions arising from 
conscription for a presidential war, bail is continued in this case, 
which involves one such issue, pending disposition of applicant’s peti- 
tion for certiorari. Pryor v. United States (Dovc.as, J., in cham- 
bers), p. 1242. 

2. Determination of admissibility—Confessions—Trial judge —Pro- 
cedure followed here comported with requirements of Jackson v. 
Denno, 378 U. S. 368, and petitioner was not entitled to have issue 
of voluntariness of his confession, which had been resolved by trial 
judge, also submitted to jury for its separate consideration. Nor did 
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Duncan vy. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145, change rule that determining 
admissibility of evidence is function of court rather than of the jury. 
Lego v. Twomey, p. 477. 

3. Direct appeal—Order of district judge—Jurisdiction—This 
Court has no jurisdiction under 28 U.S. C. § 1253 to entertain direct 
appeal from temporary restraining order issued under 28 U. S. C. 
§ 2284 (3) by single district judge after he had certified request for 
designation of three-judge court to hear suit for permanent relief. 
Hicks v. Pleasure House, Inc., p. 1. 

4. Grand jury witness—Refusal to answer—Wiretaps—Where 
prosecutor represented that no wiretaps had been used in case being 
investigated by grand jury, and where witness presented no evidence 
or probable cause for believing wires had been tapped, witness’ civil 
contempt sentence for refusal to answer grand jury’s questions would 
not be stayed pending petition of certiorari where sole ground for 
refusal was allegation of wiretapping. Russo v. United States 
(Dovua.as, J., in chambers), p. 1209. 

5. Habeas corpus—Exhaustion of remedies—Equal protection of 
the laws—Substance of federal habeas corpus claim must in first 
instance be fairly presented to state courts, and since on record and 
argument before it Massachusetts’ highest court had no fair op- 
portunity to consider and act on the equal protection claim, the 
Court of Appeals erred in holding that respondent had exhausted his 
state remedies. Picard v. Connor, jp. 270. 

6. Habeas corpus—Federal-state relations—Retention on docket — 
Court of Appeals, having determined that state remedies had not 
been exhausted by respondent, whose habeas corpus petition alleged 
that he had been tried and sentenced by senile state judge, should 
not have made implications as it did as to merits of delicate sub- 
ject involved, and absent special circumstances, should not have 
ordered District Court, which had dismissed petition, to retain case 
on docket until respondent had sought state court relief. Slayton 
v. Smith, p. 53. 

7. Prisoner's complaint-- Damages for injuries — Dismissal of 
claim.—Prisoner’s pro se complaint seeking to recover damages for 
injuries and deprivation of rights in imposing disciplinary confine- 
ment should not have been dismissed without affording him op- 
portunity to present evidence on his claims. Haines v. Kerner, p. 
519. 

8. Repeal of statute—Amendment of pleadings.—Subsequent re- 
peal of statute authorizing tax exemption for church parking lot used 
for commercial purposes and enactment of new legislation make 
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relief sought inappropriate. District Court’s judgment is vacated 
and case remanded with leave to appellants to amend pleadings if 
they desire to attack new statute or show that old one retains some 
force. Diffenderfer v. Central Baptist Church, p. 412. 

9. School desegregation—Stay—Stay of District Court’s order to 
stop alleged school discrimination practices, vacated by Court of 
Appeals, is reinstated to permit action on the merits since case pre- 
sents questions which should be considered by the full Court. 
Corpus Christi Schcol District v. Cisneros (Buack, J., in chambers), 
p. 1211. 

10. Sentence—Previous convictions—Invalidity of convictions — 
Where judge in imposing sentence gave explicit consideration to de- 
fendant’s record of previous convictions, two of which were later 
determined to be constitutionally invalid, case is remanded for re- 
consideration of sentence. United States v. Tucker, p. 443. 





11. Supreme Court—Probable jurisdiction—Denial of stay—Stay 
of three-judge District Court judgment in Virginia reapportionment 
case is denied, as Justice Buack does not believe that four Justices 
are likely to note probable jurisdiction in view of fact that District 
Court order revising electoral districts was substantially unanimous 
and delay incident to review might further postpone important state 
elections. Mahan v. Howell (Buack, J., in chambers), p. 1201. 

12. Transcripts—Retrial—Adequate alternative—In narrow cir- 
cumstances here, where retrial took place in small town before same 
judge and same counsel and court reporter, who (as was conceded) 
was well known to counsel and would have read back his notes to 
defense counsel before second trial had he been asked to do so, a 
transcript of previous trial was not needed, as adequate alternative 
was available. Britt v. North Carolina, p. 226. 

PROFITS. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 2. 


PROOF. See Bail, 2. 

PROPOSALS FOR PROXIES. See Mootness, 2. 

PROSECUTIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV; Jurisdic- 
tion; Statute of Limitations, 2. 

PROSECUTORS. See Pleas. 


PROTECTING EMPLOYEES. See Interstate Commerce Act; 
Railroad Mergers. 


PROXY STATEMENTS. Sce Mootness, 2. 


PUBLIC INTEREST. See Intervention; Labor-Management Re- 
porting and Disclosure Act. 
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS. See School Desegregation, 5. 

PUBLIC WELFARE. See Constitutional Law, V; Social Security 
Act, 1. 

PUNISHMENT. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; Indi- 
gents; Prisoners; Procedure, 7; Transcripts, 1. 


PURCHASE OF STOCK. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, 2. 

RACIAL BALANCE. See School Desegregation, 6. 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Procedure, 9; School Desegre- 
gation, 1-6. 

RACIAL QUOTAS. See School Desegregation, 6. 

RAILROAD MERGERS. See also Interstate Commerce Act. 


Employee protection— Interstate Commerce Commission ap- 
proval—Section 5 (2)(f) of the Interstate Commerce Act provides 
mandatory compensation protection for railroad employees affected 
by a consolidation, and the ICC’s approval of a pre-merger collective 
agreement becomes a “condition” of the ICC’s approval of a con- 
solidation unaer that section. The section’s “notwithstanding” pro- 
viso affords the machinery for the terms of a pre-merger collective 
agreement and thus supplies one minimum measure of the required 
fairness. Norfolk & Western R. Co. v. Nemitz, p. 37. 


RATIONAL BASIS. See Constitutional Law, II, 5. 


REAPPORTIONMENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; Proce- 
dure, 11. 


REAPPORTIONMENT PLANS. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 


REASONABLE-DOUBT STANDARD. See Confessions; Evi- 
dence; Procedure, 2. 


RECOGNIZANCE. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, II, 2; III, 3. 
RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO SENTENCE. See Pleas. 


RECONSIDERATION OF CLAIMS. See Longshoremen’s and 
Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act. 


RECORD. See School Desegregation, 6. 
RECORD OF DEFENDANT. See Procedure, 10; Sentences, 1. 


RECORDS. See Freedom of Information Act; National Labor 
Relations Board. 


REDUCTION IN BENEFITS. See Constitutional Law, II, 5. 


REDUCTION OF SENTENCE. See Mootness, 1; Sentences, 2. 
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RE-ENTRY PERMITS. See Aliens. 


REFUND OF BAIL DEPOSIT. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, 
Hi, 2; Iii, 2. 


REGENTS’ RULES. See Jurisdiction, 4. 


REGULATIONS. See Conscientious Objectors; Social Security 
Act, 2. 


REHEARINGS. 

Dissenting Justices—Supreme Court rules—Application for tem- 
porary relief—Application for temporary relief allowing petitioner 
to practice law pending consideration of petition for rehearing by 
the Court denied by Mr. Justice DouG.as, because of the nature of 
the relief requested and because he was not one of the majority who 
voted to deny the petition for certiorari. Kadans v. Collins (Douc- 
LAS, J., in chambers), p. 1244. 


REIMBURSABLE FUNDS. See Social Security Act, 2. 


RELEASE ON BAIL. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, II, 2; 
III, 3. 


RELIEF. See Antitrust Acts, 1; Civil Rights Acts; Federal- 
State Relations; Habeas Corpus, 2; Injunctions, 1-2; Moot- 
ness, 3; National Labor Relations Act, 2; Pleas; Procedure, 
6, 8; Rehearings. 


RELIGION CLAUSES. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 
RELIGIOUS CORPORATIONS. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


REMEDIES. See Civil Rights Act of 1964; Civil Rights Acts; 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission; Federal-State 
Relations; Habeas Corpus, 2; Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act; Procedure, 6; Statute of Limitations, 1. 


RENEGOTIATION OF CONTRACTS. See National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, 1, 4. 


REPEAL OF STATUTE. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 
REPORTERS. See Procedure, 12; Transcripts, 2. 


REPRESENTATION ELECTIONS. See Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act; National Labor Relations Board. 


RESOLUTIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; Contempt, 2. 
RESTRAINT OF TRADE. See Antitrust Acts, 1-2. 


RETENTION CHARGE. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, II, 
2: Hy, 2. 
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RETENTION ON DOCKET. See Federal-State Relations; Pro- 
cedure, 6. 


RETIRED EMPLOYEES. See National Labor Relations Act, 
ae 3 
RETRIALS. See Procedure, 12; Transcripts, 2. 


RETROACTIVITY. See Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; 
Statute of Limitations, 1. 


RETROSPECTIVITY. See Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; 
Statute of Limitations, 1. 


REVIEW. See Jurisdiction, 2; Procedure, 3. 

REVOCATION OF PAROLE. See Parole. 

REVOCATION OF TAX EXEMPTION. See Jurisdiction, 1. 

RIGHT TO COUNSEL. See Procedure, 10; Sentences, 1. 

RISK OF FLIGHT. See Bail, 2. 

RULES. See Appeals; Appointment of Counsel; Constitutional 
Law, III, 2; Criminal Justice Act; Indigents; Jurisdiction, 4: 
Mootness, 2; Rehearings; Transcripts, 1. 

RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. See Intervention; Labor-Man- 
agement Reporting and Disclosure Act. 

SAFEKEEPING COSTS. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, II, 2; 
Il, 3. 

SALARY SUPPLEMENTS. See Interstate Commerce Act; Rail- 
road Mergers. 

SALE OF STOCK. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 2. 

SAMOA. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

SANDUSKY LINE. See Interstate Commerce Act; Railroad 
Mergers. 

SAN FRANCISCO. See School Desegregation, 1. 

SAN MATEO. See School Desegregation, 4. 

SCHOOL BOARDS. See School Desegregation, 1, 4. 


SCHOOL DESEGREGATION. See also Procedure, 9. 


1. Chinese ancestry—De jure segregation—Denial of stay—Appli- 
cation for stay of District Court’s order reassigning pupils of Chinese 
ancestry to other San Francisco public schools to correct past pat- 
terns of de jure racial segregation is denied, as desegregation plan 
offered by school board seems well within established legal bounds. 
Guey Heung Lee v. Johnson (Dovctas, J., in chambers), p. 1215. 
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2. Corpus Christi schools—Elimination of discrimination—Stay 
reinstated —Stay of District Court’s order to stop alleged school 
discrimination practices, vacated by Court of Appeals, is rein- 
stated to permit action on the merits since case presents questions 
which should be considered by the full Court. Corpus Christi School 
District v. Cisneros (Buack, J., in chambers), p. 1211 

3. Jefferson Parish schools—Transition to unitary system—Normal 
difficulties -——There being no more than normal difficulties incident 
to transition to unitary school system, there is no basis for staying 
District Court’s order to desegregate Jefferson Parish public schools, 
which have been involved in litigation for seven years. Jefferson 
Parish School Board v. Dandridge (MarsHa.u, J., in chambers), 
p. 1219. 

4. San Mateo schools—Unequal facilities—Denial of injunction — 
Although San Mateo, California, maintains school facilities for blacks 
that are inferior to those it maintains for whites, in apparent viola- 
tion of Plessy v. Ferguson, 163 U.S. 539, application for preliminary 
injunction pending petition for writ of certiorari is denied where 
school is scheduled to open in three days and where school schedule 
may be imperiled by further delay. Gomperts v. Chase (Dovctas, 
J., in chambers), p. 1237. 


5. Texas public schools—Elimination of racial discrimination — 
Stay of Court of Appeals’ judgment affirming District Court’s order 
directing applicants to take affirmative action to eliminate all vestiges 
of discrimination from Texas schools denied, as the order does no 
more than endeavor to realize directive of Fourteenth Amendment 
and decisions of this Court. Edgar v. United States (Buiack, J., in 
chambers), p. 1206. 


6. Winston Salem schools—Travel time—Inadequate record —Stay 
of Court of Appeals’ order in this school desegregation case denied, 
as on this inadequate record it cannot be determined with assurance 
whether lower courts correctly read holding of Swann v. Board of 
Education, 402 U.S. 1, as negating any constitutional requirements 
of racial balance or racial quotas and suggesting limits for student 
transportation. Winston Salem/Forsyth County Bd. of Ed. v. 
Scott (Burcer, C. J., in chambers), p. 1221. 


SCHOOLING. See Constitutional Law, V; Social Security Act, 1. 


SEASONAL EMPLOYMENT. See Interstate Commerce Act; 
Railroad Mergers. 


SECRETARY OF LABOR. See Intervention; Labor-Management 
Reporting and Disclosure Act. 
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SECURITIES. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 1. 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION. See Moot- 
ness, 2. 


SECURITIES EXCEANGE ACT OF 1934. 

1. Section 10 (b)—Sale of security—Deceptive device —Section 10 
(b) prohibits the use of any deceptive device in the “sale” of any 
security by “any person,” and it is irrelevant that investor was a cor- 
poration rather than an individual; that the fraud was perpetrated by 
a corporate officer and outside collaborators; that the transaction was 
not conducted through a securities exchange or an organized market; 
that proceeds due seller were misappropriated; and that creditors 
of defrauded corporate seller may be ultimate victims. Supt. of 
Insurance v. Bankers Life & Cas. Co., p. 6. 





2. Short-swing profits—Sale of stock—Unsuccessful takeover bid — 
Under § 16 (b) of the Act respondent is not liable for profits derived 
from sale of 9.96% of stock, after a previous disposition of shares for 
purpose of immunizing disposal of 9.96% from liability, as § 16 (b) 
provides that corporation may recover profits realized by owner of 
more than 10% of its shares from purchase and sale of its stock 
within six-month period, provided owner held more than 10% “both 
at time of purchase and sale.” Reliance Electric Co. v. Emerson 
Electric Co., p. 418. 


SEGREGATION. See Procedure, 9; School Desegregation, 1-5. 


SELECTIVE SERVICE REGULATIONS. See Conscientious 
Objectors. 


SENILITY. See Federal-State Relations; Procedure, 6. 


SENTENCE BY LEGISLATURE. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; 
Contempt, 2. 


SENTENCES. See also Federal-State Relations; Mootness, 1; 
Pleas; Procedure, 6, 10. 


1. Defendant’s record—Invalid convictions—Where judge in im- 
posing sentence gave explicit consideration to defendant’s record of 
previous convictions, two of which were later determined to be con- 
stitutionally invalid, case is remanded for reconsideration of sentence. 
United States v. Tucker, p. 443. 

2. Trial de novo—lIncreased sentence—Mootness—North Caro- 
lina v. Pearce, 395 U. S. 711, does not require that respondent’s 
conviction be invalidated but only that he be resentenced if higher 
sentence imposed after de novo trial was vulnerable under Pearce. 
Since record deals with mootness only from standpoint of conviction 
vel non and does not reveal whether under state law benefits accrue 
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in having sentence reduced after it has been served, case remanded 

for reconsideration of mootness question. North Carolina vy. Rice, 

p. 244. 

“SETTLED STATEMENT.’’ See Appeals; Constitutional Law, 
III, 2; Indigents; Transcripts, 1. 

SEX DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 

SHERMAN ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

SHIPPING. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 


SHORT-SWING PROFITS. See Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, 2. 


SINGLE-MEMBER DISTRICTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 


SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV; 
Jurisdiction, 3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 


SMUGGLING. See Appointment of Counsel; Bail, 2; Criminal 
Justice Act. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. See also Constitutional Law, II, 5; V. 

1. Aid to families with dependent children—-College students— 
Supremacy Clause—Under § 402 (a)(10) of the Act, a state plan 
under the AFDC program must provide that aid to families with 
dependent children shall be furnished to “all eligible” individuals. 
Since § 406 (a)(2)(B) makes dependent 18-20-year-olds eligible for 
benefits whether attending college or a vocational or technical train- 
ing course, and Congress has authorized no limitation of eligibility 
standards within the age group, Illinois’ program disqualifying col- 
lege students conflicts with the federal statute and violates the 
Supremacy Clause. Townsend v. Swank, p. 282. 

2. Payments to vendors—Nonreimbursable funds—Aid to families 
with dependent children—Section 406 does not prohibit New 
Jersey from making payments directly to vendors who provide 
goods or services to beneficiaries of AFDC program if such payments 
are made solely from nonreimbursable state funds. Engelman v. 
Amos, p. 23. 


SOLICITATIONS ON CAMPUS. See Jurisdiction, 4. 
SOLITARY CONFINEMENT. See Prisoners; Procedure, 7. 
SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. See Pleas. 


SPEEDY TRIAL. Sce Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV; Jurisdic- 
tion, 3; Statute of Limitations, 2. 


STATE ASSEMBLY. See Constitutional Law, I], 3; Contempt, 2. 
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STATE COURT RULES. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 
2; Indigents; Transcripts, 1. 


STATE COURTS. See Federal-State Relations; Procedure, 6. 
STATE FUNDS. See Social Security Act, 2. 
STATE LEGISLATURES. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 


STATEMENT OF FACTS. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 
2; Indigents; Transcripts, 1. 

STATEMENTS. See Contempt, 3. 

STATE PENITENTIARIES. See Prisoners; Procedure, 7. 

STATE REMEDIES. See Civil Rights Act of 1964; Civil Rights 
Acts; Equal Employment Opportunity Commission; Habeas 
Corpus, 2. 

STATEWIDE POLICY. See Jurisdiction, 4. 

STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. See also Constitutional Law, II, 
4; IV; Jurisdiction, 3; Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act. 

1. Personal injury action—Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act.— 
Louisiana’s one-year statute of limitations should not bar respond- 
ent’s action for injury sustained on fixed structure on Outer Con- 
tinental Shelf since retroactive application of that statute under 
Rodrigue v. Aetna Casualty & Surety Co., 395 U. S. 352, would 
deprive respondent of any remedy at all on the basis of the unfore- 
seeable superseding legal doctrine of that decision. Chevron Oil 
Co. v. Huson, p. 97. 

2. Speedy trial—Pre-accusation delay.—Relevant statute of limi- 
tations provides a safeguard against possible prejudice resulting from 
pre-accusation delay, and here appellees were indicted within the 
applicable limitations period. United States v. Marion, p. 307. 
STATUTES. See Mootness, 3; Procedure, 8. 


STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION. See Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act. 


STAY. See Certiorari; Constitutional Law, III, 5; Contempt, 1; 
Freedom of Information Act; National Labor Relations 
Board; Procedure, 1, 4, 9, 11; School Desegregation, 1-3, 5-6. 


STEVEDORES. See Admiralty; Longshoremen; Longshoremen’s 
and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act. 


STOCKHOLDERS’ PROPOSALS. See Mootness, 2. 
STOCK SALES. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 1. 
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION. See School Desegregation, 6. 
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SUCCESSIVE PROSECUTIONS. See Constitutional Law, I. 
SUMMATION. See Contempt, 3. 


SUPERINTENDENT OF INSURANCE. See Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934, 1. 


SUPERSEDING LEGAL DOCTRINE. See Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act; Statute of Limitations, 1. 
SUPREMACY CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, V; Social Se- 
curity Act, 1. 
SUPREME COURT. See also Jurisdiction, 1-2, 4; Procedure, 3. 
1. Allotment of Justices, p. m1. 
2. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to United States 
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, p. 1054. 
3. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to United States 
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, p. 996. 
4. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to United States 
Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, p. 1054. 
5. Assignment of Mr. Justice Reed (retired) to United States 
Court of Claims, p. 952. 
6. Assignment of Mr. Justice Stewart as Circuit Justice for the 
Fifth Circuit, p. 877. 
7. Assignment of Mr. Justice MarsHauu as Circuit Justice for 
the Second Circuit, p. 877. 
8. Appointment of Marshal, p. 997. 


SUPREME COURT RULES. See Rehearings. 
SURVEILLANCE. See Contempt, 1; Procedure, 4. 


SUSPENSION OF LICENSES. See Automobile Accidents; Con- 
stitutional Law, II, 1. 


TAKEOVER BIDS. See Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 2. 


TAXES. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


TAX EXEMPTIONS. See Jurisdiction, 1; Mootness, 3; Pro- 
cedure, 8. 


TELEPHONE CALLS. See Bail, 2. 

TEMPORARY RELIEF. See Rehearings. 

TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDERS. See Jurisdiction, 2; 
Procedure, 3. 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT. See National 
Labor Relations Act, 1, 4. 
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TERRITORIES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

TEXAS. See Jurisdiction, 4; Procedure, 9; School Desegrega- 
tion, 2, 5. 

THREATS TO ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. See Con- 
tempt, 3. 


THREE-JUDGE COURTS. See Jurisdiction, 2, 4; Procedure, 3. 
TIJUANA. See Bail, 2. 
TILE SETTERS. See National Labor Relations Act, 3. 


TIMELINESS. See Constitutional Law, II, 4; IV; Jurisdiction, 
3; Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; Statute of Limitations, 
1-2. 

TRAFFIC OFFENSES. See Bail, 1; Constitutional Law, II, 2; 
III, 3. 


TRANSCRIPTS. See also Appeals; Constitutional Law, III, 2; 
Indigents; Procedure, 12. 

1. Appeals—-Effective review—Free trial transcripts —Although 
Illinois must afford indigent defendant a trial “ ‘record of sufficient 
completeness’ to permit. proper consideration of [his] claims,” 
Draper v. Washington, 372 U. S. 487, 499, it need not necessarily 
furnish a complete verbatim transcript but may provide alternatives 
that accord effective appellate review. Mayer v. City of Chicago, 
p. 189. 

2. Retrial—Court reporter’s tiwotes—Adequate alternatives—lIn 
narrow circumstances here, where retrial took place in small town 
before same judge and same counsel and court reporter, who (as 
was conceded) was well known to counsel and would have read 
back his notes to defense counsel before second trial had he been 
asked to do so, a transcript of previous trial was not needed as 
adequate alternative was available. Britt v. North Carolina, p. 226. 


TRANSMISSION OF ELECTRICITY. See Administrative Pro- 
cedure; Federal Power Commission. 

TRANSPORTATION. See Antitrust Acts, 1; Interstate Com- 
merce Act; Railroad Mergers; School Desegregation, 6. 

TRAVEL TIME. See School Desegregation, 6. 

TRIAL DE NOVO. See Mootness, 1; Sentences, 2. 

TRIALS. See Constitutional Law, I; II, 4; IV; Federal-State 


Relations; Jurisdiction, 3; Procedure, 6, 12; Statute of Limi- 
tations, 2; Transcripts, 2. 


TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS. See Appeals; Constitutional Law, II, 
2: Indigents; Procedure, 12; Transcripts, 1-2. 
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TRUCKERS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
UNCONSTITUTIONALITY. See Jurisdiction, 1. 
UNEQUAL FACILITIES. See School Desegregation, 4. 


UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES. See Injunctions, 1-2: National 
Labor Relations Act, 2-3. 


UNINSURED MOTORISTS. See Automobile Accidents; Consti- 
tutional Law, II, 1. 


UNION ELECTIONS. See Intervention; Labor-Management Re- 
porting and Disclosure Act. 


UNIONS. See Injunctions, 1-2; Interstate Commerce Act; Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act, 1-4; Railroad Mergers. 


UNITARY SCHOOL SYSTEMS. See School Desegregation, 3, 5. 


UNITED STATES. See Injunctions, 1-2; National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, 2. 


UNITED STATES TREASURY BONDS. See Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934, 1. 


UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS. See Jurisdiction, 4. 
UNORGANIZED TERRITORIES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
UNSEAWORTHINESS. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 
UTAH. See Automobile Accidents; Constitutional Law, II, 1. 
VARIANCES. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 

VENDOR PAYMENTS. See Social Security Act, 2. 
VESSELS. See Admiralty; Longshoremen. 

VIOLATION OF PAROLE. See Parole. 

VIRGINIA. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; Procedure, 11. 


VOCATIONAL STUDENTS. See Constitutional Law, V; Social 
Security Act, 1. 


VOLUNTARINESS. See Confessions; Evidence; Procedure, 2. 
VOTING STOCKHOLDERS. See Mootness, 2. 


WELFARE ASSISTANCE. See Constitutional Law, V; Social 
Security Act, 1. 


WELFARE PAYMENTS. See Social Security Act, 2. 
WEST VIRGINIA. See Constitutional Law, II, 5. 
WINSTON SALEM. See School Desegregation, 6. 
WIRETAPS. See Contempt, 1; Procedure, 4. 
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WISCONSIN. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; Contempt, 2. 
WITHDRAWAL OF PLEA. See Pleas. 
WITNESSES. See Contempt, 1; Procedure, 4. 
WORDS AND PHRASES. 
1. “In commerce or affecting commerce.” § 1202 (a), Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. United States v. Bass, p. 336. 
2. “Parties to the dispute.” §10(k), National Labor Relations 
Act. NLRB v. Plasterers’ Union, p. 116. 
3. “Terms and conditions of employment.” §8 (d), National La- 
bor Relations Act. Chemical Workers v. Pittsburgh Glass, p. 157. 


WORK ASSIGNMENTS. See National Labor Relations Act, 3. 


WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION. See Admiralty; Constitu- 
tional Law, II, 5; Longshoremen. 
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ABSENCE OF SPOUSE. See Procedure, 1. 
ABUSIVE LANGUAGE. See Censtitutional Law, VI, 1. 


ADMINISTRATION OF PRISONS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 
2; Procedure, 7. 


ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE. See Federal Trade Com- 
mission; Procedure, 4. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE ACT. See also Standing, 1. 


Judicial review—Person aggrieved—Standing—Person has stand- 
ing to seek judicial review under the Act only if he can show that 
he himself has suffered or will suffer injury, whether economic or 
otherwise. Here, where petitioner asserted no individualized harm 
to itself or its members, it lacked standing to maintain the action. 
Sierra Club v. Morton, p. 727. 


ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES. See Habeas Corpus, 2; Pro- 
cedure, 6. 

ADVANCES TO CORPORATION. See Taxes, 1. 

ADVICE OF COUNSEL. See Confession of Judgment, 1; Con- 
stitutional Law, III, 1. 

AFFIDAVITS. See Bail. 

AFTERMARKET. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING ACT. See Farm Credit Act; 
Taxes, 3. 

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN. See 
Procedure, 1. 

AIRPORTS. See also Constitutional Law, I. 

Charge per airline passenger—Construction and maintenance 
costs—Public facilities—Charge per passenger on scheduled com- 
mercial airliners designed to make users of state-provided facilities 
pay reasonable charge for their construction and maintenance may 
constitutionally be imposed on interstate and domestic users alike, 
and such charges do not discriminate against interstate commerce 
and travel. Airport Authority v. Delta Airlines, p. 707. 
ALLOCATION OF TAXES. See Banks; Taxes, 1-2. 
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ANTITRUST ACTS. See also Federal Trade Commission; Pro- 
cedure, 4. 

1. Clayton Act—Spark plugs—Lessening competition —District 
Court correctly held that effect of Ford’s acquisition of Autolite spark 
plug assets and trade name may be substantially to lessen competi- 
tion in spark plug business and thus to violate §7 of the Clayton 
Act; and that alleged beneficial effects of the merger did not save 
it from illegality under that provision. Ford Motor Co. v. United 
States, p. 562. 

2. Clayton Act—Suit by State—Injury to general economy.—Sec- 
tion 4 of the Clayton Act does not authorize a State to sue for dam- 
ages for an injury to its general economy allegedly attributable to a 
violation of the antitrust laws. Hawaii v. Standard Oil Co., p. 251. 


3. Divestiture—Pre-acquisition market structure—Spark plugs — 
Divestiture is necessary to restore pre-acquisition market structure, 
in which Ford was leading spark plug purchaser from independent 
sources and in which a substantial segment of the market was open 
to competitive selling. Ancillary injunctive provisions, prohibiting 
Ford from manufacturing plugs for 10 years, and ordering it to buy 
one-half of its annual requirements from the divested plant for five 
years, are necessary to give the divested plant an opportunity to 
re-establish its competitive position. Ford Motor Co. v. United 
States, p. 562. 

4. Sherman Act—Cooperative association—Limitations on terri- 
tory and reselling at wholsesale—Scheme of Topco, a cooperative 
association of regional supermarket chains, of allocating territories 
to minimize competition at retail level is horizontal restraint con- 
stituting per se violation of §1 of the Sherman Act, and District 
Court erred in applying rule of reason to restrictive practices here 
involved. Topco’s limitations upon reselling at wholesale are for 
same reason per se invalid under §1. United States v. Topco As- 
sociates, p. 596. 


APPEAL BOARDS. Sce Judicial Review; Selective Service 
Act, 2. 


APPEALS. See also Confession of Judgment, 2; Constitutional 
Law, III, 2, 4; V, 2; Elections, 1; Jurisdiction, 2. 

Cross appeals—Affirmance of judgment—In light of fact that 
named defendants and intervenors have taken no cross appeal, af- 
firmance of judgment below does not mean that District Court’s 
opinion and judgment are approved as to other aspects and details 
that were not before this Court. Swarb v. Lennox, p. 191. 


APPLICATION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF BAIL. See Bail. 
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APPLICATION FOR STAY. See Stays. 
APPORTIONMENT. Sce Stays. 


ARBITRATION. See Certiorari; Fair Labor Standards Act: 
Labor. 


ARMED FORCES. See Habeas Corpus, 2; Procedure, 6. 


ARRESTS FOR VAGRANCY AND SUSPICION. See Constitu- 
tional Law, III, 3; Vagrancy, 1. 


ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. See Evidence; Habeas Corpus, 1; 
Procedure, 3, 8. 


ASSISTANT UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, III, 6. 


ATTORNEYS. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2; Evidence; Ha- 
beas Corpus, 1; Procedure. 


AUTOLITE SPARK PLUGS. See Antitrust Acts, 2-3. 
AUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURERS. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 


AWARENESS OF CONSEQUENCES. See Confession of Judg- 
ment, 1; Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


BAD DEBTS. See Taxes, 1. 
BAIL. 


Danger to community—Community ties—Previous release on 
bail—Application of Mississippi Attorney General for reconsidera- 
tion of bail, contending that petitioner’s return to the community will 
create a dangerous situation, supported by affidavits of local law 
enforcement officials, denied and order admitting petitioner to bail 
is reaffirmed in view of petitioner’s ties to the community, his lack 
of prior record, and his release on bail for 14 months before trial, 
apparently without incident. Chambers v. Mississippi (Powe .t, J., 
in chambers), p. 1205. 


BALLOTS. See Constitutional Law, V, 7; Elections, 1; Injunc- 
tions, 2; Mootness. 


BANKS. See also Taxes, 3. 


Controlled corporations—Income taxes—Allocation of reinsurance 
premium income.—Since the national banks did not receive and were 
prohibited by law from receiving sales commissions, no part of rein- 
surance premium income could be attributable to them, and the 
Commissioner’s exercise of 26 U. S. C. § 482 authority to allocate 
income of controlled corporations was not warranted. Commissioner 
v. First Security Bank of Utah, p. 394. 
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BANKS FOR COOPERATIVES. See Farm Credit Act; Taxes, 3. 
BENEFIT PAYMENTS. See Procedure, 1; Social Security Act. 
BEXAR COUNTY. See Stays. 

BONA FIDE RESIDENTS. See Constitutional Law, V, 4. 
BONDING COMPANIES. See Taxes, 1. 

BORROWERS. See Banks; Farm Credit Act; Taxes, 2-3. 


BOSTON STATE HOSPITAL. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; 
Loyalty Oaths. 


BREACH OF THE PEACE. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 
BUDDHISTS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2; Procedure, 7. 


BURDEN OF PROOF. See Constitutional Law, V, 5; Juries; 
Stays. 

BUSINESS BAD DEBTS. See Taxes, 1. 

CANDIDATES. See Elections. 

CAPITAL ASSETS. See Farm Credit Act; Taxes, 3. 

‘‘CARMEN BABY.’’ See Obscenity. 

CELLER-KEFAUVER ANTI-MERGER ACT. See Antitrust 

Acts, 2. 

CERTIFICATION OF ELECTIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV. 

CERTIORARI. See also Fair Labor Standards Act; Labor. 
Improvident grant—Collective-bargaining agreement—Not applica- 

ble to all disputes—Grant of certiorari, to decide whether em- 

ployees may sue for overtime allegedly withheld in violation of Fair 

Labor Standards Act if complaint of that violation was also subject 

to grievance and arbitration provisions of collective-bargaining 

agreement, was improvident in view of subsequent disclosure that 

those provisions did not apply to all disputes but merely those based 

on violations of the agreement. Iowa Beef Packers v. Thompson, 

p. 228. 

CHILDREN. See Constitutional Law, III, 7; V, 1; Procedure, 1. 

CIVIL RIGHTS. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


CLASSIFICATIONS. See Constitutional Law, V, 4; Judicial 
Review; Selective Service Act. 


CLAYTON ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 1, 2. 


CODEFENDANTS. See Constitutional Law, VII, 1; Proce- 
dure, 2. 
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COGNOVIT PROVISIONS. See Confession of Judgment. 


COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Certiorari; 
Fair Labor Standards Act; Labor. 


COMITY. See Habeas Corpus, 2; Procedure, 6. 


COMMERCE. See Airports; Antitrust Acts, 1, 4; Constitutional 
Law, I. 


COMMERCIAL AIRCRAFT. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I. 
COMMISSIONS. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 


COMMITMENT FOR TREATMENT. See Habeas Corpus, 3: 
Procedure, 5. 


COMMUNITY TIES. See Bail. 

COMPELLING STATE INTERESTS. See Constitutional Law, 
V, 4. 

COMPETITION. See Antitrust Acts, 2, 4; Federal Trade Com- 
mission; Procedure, 4. 


CONDITIONS ON DIVESTITURE. See Antitrust Acts, 3. 


CONFESSION OF JUDGMENT. See also Appeals; Constitu- 
tional Law, III, 1-2. 

1. Consideration for waiver of notice—Cognovit provisions—Due 
process-—Petitioner corporation, for consideration and with full 
awareness of legal consequences, waived its right to pre-judgment 
notice and hearing, and on facts of case, which involved contractual 
arrangements between two corporations acting with advice of counsel, 
the procedure under the cognovit clause (which is not unconstitu- 
tional per se) did not violate petitioner corporation’s Fourteenth 
Amendment rights. D. H. Overmyer Co. v. Frick Co., p. 174. 

2. Pennsylvania cognovit provisions—Waiver of rights—Constitu- 
tionality —Pennsylvania rules and statutes relating to cognovit pro- 
visions are not unconstitutional on their face, as under appropriate 
circumstances a cognovit debtor may be held effectively and legally 
to have waived the rights he would possess if the document he signed 
had contained no cognovit provisions. Swarb v. Lennox, p. 191. 


CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, VII, 1; Procedure, 2. 

CONFRONTATION. See Constitutional Law, VII, 1; Proce- 
dure, 2. 

CONNECTICUT. See Garnishment; Injunctions, 1; Jurisdic- 
tion, 1. 

CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTORS. See Habeas Corpus, 2; Selec- 
tive Service Act. 
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CONSERVATIONISTS. See Administrative Procedure Act; 
Standing, 1. 


CONSIDERATION FOR WAIVER. See Confession of Judgment, 
1; Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


CONSTITUTIONAL INVALIDITY. See Evidence; Procedure, 8. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Airports; Confession of 
Judgment; Contempt; Elections, 1; Habeas Corpus; Injunc- 
tions, 2; Juries; Loyalty Oaths; Mootness; Procedure, 2, 7; 
Standing, 1; Vagrancy, 2. 

I. Commerce Clause. 

Charge per airline passenger—Burden on commerce.—Charge per 
passenger on scheduled commercial airliners designed to make users 
of state-provided facilities pay reasonable charge for their construc- 
tion and maintenance may constitutionally be imposed on interstate 
and domestic users alike, and such charges do not discriminate 
against interstate commerce and travel. Airport Authority v. Delta 
Airlines, p. 707. 

II. Double Jeopardy. 

Criminal contempt—Refusal to answer grand jury’s questions — 
Where court ordered petitioner to answer grand jury’s questions, 
which he had refused to answer despite grant of immunity, and he 
refused, his sentence for violation of N. Y. Judiciary Law § 750 was 
a penalty for criminal contempt for purposes of the Double Jeopardy 
Clause. Colombo v. New York, p. 9. 


III. Due Process. 

1. Cagnovit provisions—Consideration for waiver of notice——Peti- 
tioner corporation, for consideration and with full awareness of legal 
consequences, waived its right to pre-judgment notice and hearing, 
and on facts of case, which involved contractual arrangements be- 
tween two corporations acting with advice of counsel, the procedure 
under the cognovit clause (which is not unconstitutional per se) did 
not violate petitioner corporation’s Fourteenth Amendment rights. 
D. H. Overmyer Co. v. Frick Co., p. 174. 

2. Cognovit provisions—Pennsylvania scheme.—Pennsylvania rules 
and statutes relating to cognovit provisions are not unconstitutional 
on their face, as under appropriate circumstances a cognovit debtor 
may be held effectively and legally to have waived the rights he 
would possess if the document he signed had contained no cognovit 
provisions. Swarb v. Lennox, p. 191. 

3. Jacksonville, Florida, vagrancy ordinance—Vagueness—The 
ordinance is void for vagueness, in that it “fails to give a person of 
ordinary intelligence fair notice that his contemplated conduct is 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 


forbidden by the statute,” it encourages arbitrary and erratic arrests 
and convictions, it makes criminal activities which by modern stand- 
ards are normally innocent, and it places almost unfettered dis- 
cretion in the hands of the police. Papachristou v. City of Jackson- 
ville, p. 156. 

4. Landlord and tenant—Early trial and limitation of litigable 
issues —Neither the early trial provision nor the limitation of litigable 
issues in Oregon’s Forcible Entry and Wrongful Detainer statute is 
invalid on its face under the Due Process Clause, as time for trial 
preparation is not unduly short where the issue is simply whether 
the tenant has paid or has held over, and due process is not denied 
because rents are not suspended while landlord’s alleged wrongdoings 
are litigated, as Oregon may treat tenant’s and landlord’s under- 
takings as independent covenants. Lindsey v. Normet, p. 56. 


5. Massachusetts’ loyalty oath—Not void for vagueness—Massa- 
chusetts’ loyalty oath is not void for vagueness. Perjury, the sole 
punishment, requires knowing and willful falsehood, which removes 
danger of punishment without fair notice; and there is no problem 
of punishment inflicted by mere prosecution, as there has been no 
prosecution under the statute since enactment, nor has any been 
planned. Cole v. Richardson, p. 676. 

6. Promise of leniency to key witness—Failure to disclose —Neither 
the Assistant United States Attorney’s lack of authority to make 
alleged promise of leniency to key witness, nor his failure to inform 
his superiors and associates of such promise is controlling, and the 
prosecution’s duty to present all material evidence to jury was not 
fulfilled and constitutes a violation of due process requiring a new 
trial. Giglio v. United States, p. 150. 

7. Unwed father’s fitness as parent—Hearing—Under Due Proc- 
ess Clause petitioner was entitled to a hearing on his fitness as 
parent before his children were taken from him. State cannot 
merely presume that unmarried fathers in genera! and petitioner in 
particular are unsuitable and neglectful parents. Stanley v. Illinois, 
p. 645. 


IV. Elections. 

Election of Senator—Recount by State—Article I, §5, does not 
prohibit a recount of ballots by Indiana in close senatorial election, 
as recount will not prevent an independent Senate evaluation of the 
election any more than the original count did, and it would be mere 
speculation to assume that Indiana’s procedure would impair Senate’s 
ability to make an independent final judgment. Roudebush v. 
Hartke, p. 15. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 
V. Equal Protection. 

1. Distribution of contraceptives—Unmarried persons—-By pro- 
viding dissimilar treatment for married and unmarried persons who 
are similarly situated, the Massachusetts statute limiting distribution 
of contraceptives violates the Equal Protection Clause of the Four- 
teenth Amendment. Eisenstadt v. Baird, p. 438. 

2. Landlord and tenants—Double bonds——Double-bond prerequi- 
site for appealing an action under Oregon’s Forcible Entry and 
Wrongful Detainer statute violates the Equal Protection Clause 
as it arbitrarily discriminates against tenants wishing to appeal from 
adverse decisions. It heavily burdens the statutory right of a de- 
fendant to appeal and it is not necessary to effectuate State’s pur- 
pose of preserving the property in issue. Lindsey v. Normet, p. 56. 

3. Landlord and tenants—Early trial and limitation of litigable 
issues —Neither the early trial provision nor the limitation of liti- 
gable issues in Oregon’s Forcible Entry and Wrongful Detainer stat- 
ute is invalid under the Equal Protection Clause as the State has 
the power to implement its legitimate objective of achieving rapid 
and peaceful settlement of possessory disputes between landlord and 
tenant by enacting special provisions applicable only to such disputes. 
Lindsey v. Normet, p. 56. 

4. Registration to vote—Residence requirements—Tennessee’s re- 
quirements of residence in the State for one year and in the county 
for three months as prerequisites for registration to vote are viola- 
tive of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, 
as they are not necessary to further a compelling state interest. 
Dunn v. Blumstein, p. 330. 

5. Selection of jurors—Racial discrimination.—Petitioner made out 
prima facie case of invidious racial discrimination in selection of 
grand jury that indicted him—not only on statistical basis but by 
showing that selection procedures were not racially neutral—and 
the State did not meet the burden of rebutting the presumption of 
unconstitutionality in the procedure used. Alexander v. Louisiana, 
p. 625. 

6. Sex discrimination—Women jurors.—Petitioner’s contentions re- 
garding discrimination against women in the selection of grand jurors 
are not reached. Alexander v. Louisiana, p. 625. 

7. Texas primary elections—Filing fees—Texas primary election 
filing fee system, which requires payment of fees ranging as high 
as $8,900, contravenes the Equal Protection Clause of the Four- 
teenth Amendment. Bullock v. Carter, p. 134. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 


8. Unwed father’s fitness as parent—Hearing—Denial to unwed 
fathers of the hearing on fitness accorded to all other parents whose 
custody of children is challenged by the State constitutes a denial 
of equal protection of the laws. Stanley v. Illinois, p. 645. 


VI. First Amendment. 

1. Breach of the peace—Vagueness——Georgia statute providing 
that anyone using “opprobrious words or abusive language, tending 
to cause a breach of the peace” shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
which has not been narrowed by the courts to apply only to “fight- 
ing” words “which by their very utterance . . . tend to incite an 
immediate breach of the peace,” Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire, 315 
U. 8S. 568, 572, is on its face unconstitutionally vague and overbroad 
under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. Gooding v. Wilson, 
p. 518. 

2. Prisoners—Free exercise of religion—On basis of allegations, 
Texas has discriminated against petitioner by denying him reasonable 
opportunity to pursue his Buddhist faith comparable to that offered 
other prisoners adhering to conventional religious concepts, and cause 
is remanded for hearing and appropriate findings. Cruz v. Beto, 
p. 319. 


VII. Sixth Amendment. 

1. Confrontation—Codefendant’s confession—Harmless error —Any 
violation of Bruton v. United States, 391 U.S. 123, that might have 
occurred by introduction of confession of codefendant, who did not 
testify, was harmless beyond reasonable doubt in view of overwhelm- 
ing evidence of petitioner’s guilt as manifested by his confession, 
which completely comported with objective evidence, and com- 
paratively insignificant effect of codefendant’s admission. Schneble 
v. Florida, p. 427. 

2. Counsel at preliminary hearings—Retroactivity—lllinois Su- 
preme Court’s holding that Coleman v. Alabama, 399 U.S. 1, in 
which this Court held that a prelimnary hearing is a critical stage 
of the criminal process at which the accused is constitutionally en- 
titled to assistance of counsel, is not retroactive, is affirmed. Adams 
v. Illinois, p. 278. 


CONSTITUTIONAL OATHS. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; 
Loyalty Oaths. 


CONSTRUCTION CORPORATIONS. See Taxes, 1. 


CONSUMER FINANCING CONTRACTS. See Appeals; Confes- 
sion of Judgment, 2; Constitutional Law, III, 2. 
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CONSUMER PROTECTION. See Federal Trade Commission; 
Procedure, 4. 


CONTEMPT. See also Constitutional Law, II. 


Refusal to answer grand jury’s questions—Court order—Double 
jeopardy—wWhere court ordered petitioner to answer grand jury’s 
questions, which he had refused to answer despite grant of immunity, 
and he refused, his sentence for violation of N. Y. Judiciary Law 
§ 750 was a penalty for criminal contempt for purposes of the Double 
Jeopardy Clause. Colombo v. New York, p. 9. 


CONTEXT OF EXHIBITION. See Obscenity. 
CONTRACEPTIVES. See Constitutional Law, V, 1; Standing, 2. 


CONTRIBUTING TO DELINQUENCY. Sce Habeas Corpus, 3; 
Procedure, 5. 


CONTROLLED CORPORATIONS. Sce Banks; Taxes, 3. 


COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATIONS. See Antitrust Acts, 4; Farm 
Credit Act; Taxes, 3. 


CORPORATIONS. See Confession of Judgment; Constitutional 
Law, III, 1; Taxes, 2. 


COST OF PRIMARIES. See Constitutional Law, V, 7; Elec- 
tions, 2. 


COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2; Evidence; Habeas 
Corpus, 1. 


COUNSEL’S ADVICE. See Confession of Judgment, 1; Consti- 
tutional Law, III, 1. 


COURT OF APPEALS. See Federal Trade Commission; Pro- 
cedure, 8. 


COURTS. See Jurisdiction, 2; Removal. 
COURTS-MARTIAL. See Habeas Corpus, 2; Procedure, 6. 
CREDIBILITY. See Evidence; Procedure, 8. 

CREDIT LIFE INSURANCE. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 


CREDITORS. See Appeals; Confession of Judgment, 1-2; Con- 
stitutional Law, III, 1-2. 


CRIMINAL CONTEMPT. See Constitutional Law, I1; Contempt. 


CRIMINAL LAW. See Constitutional Law, II; III, 3, 5, 6; V, 
5; VI, 1-2; VII, 1-2; Evidence; Habeas Corpus, 1, 3; Ob- 
scenity; Standing, 2. 


CRIMINAL RECORD. See Evidence; Procedure, 8. 
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CROSS-ACTIONS. See Jurisdiction, 2: Removal. 


CROSS APPEALS. See Appeals; Confession of Judgment, 2: 
Constitutional Law, III, 2. 


CUSTODY OF CHILDREN. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 7; 
V, 8. 

DALLAS COUNTY. See Stay. 

DAMAGES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 

DANGER TO COMMUNITY. Sce Bail. 


DEBTORS. See Appeals; Confession of Judgment, 1-2: Consti- 
tutional Law, III, 1-2. 


DEBTS. See Taxes, 1. 


DECEPTIVE PRACTICES. See Federal Trade Commission; Pro- 
cedure, 4. 


DEDUCTIONS. See Farm Credit Act; Taxes, 3. 


DELINQUENCY OF MINOR. See Habeas Corpus, 3: Proce- 
dure, 5. 


DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES. See Constitutional Law, V, 7: 
Elections, 2. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE. 
See Social Security Act. 


DEPENDENTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7: Procedure, 1. 
DESERTION. See Procedure, 1. 
DISABILITY PAYMENTS. See Social Security Act. 


DISCHARGE FROM MILITARY. See Habeas Corpus, 2: Pro- 
cedure, 6. 


DISCHARGE OF EMPLOYEES. See National Labor Relations 
Act. 


DISCRETION. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2; Judicial Review; 
Procedure, 7; Selective Service Act, 1. 


DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, I; V, 2, 6; VI, 
2; Elections, 2; Juries. 

DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACEPTIVES. See Constitutional 
Law, V, 1; Standing, 2. 

DISTRICT COURTS. See Habeas Corpus, 1-2; Procedure, |. 

DIVERSITY JURISDICTION. See Jurisdiction, 2; Removal. 

DIVESTITURE. See Antitrust Acts, 3. 


~ 
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DIVISION OF MARKETS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 

DOMINANT MOTIVATION. See Taxes, 1. 

DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, II; Contempt. 

DOUBLE-RENT BONDS. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 

DRAFT BOARDS. See Judicial Review; Selective Service Act, 1. 

DRESS MEMORIAL AIRPORT. See Airports; Constitutional 
Law, I. 

DRIVE-IN THEATERS. Sce Obscenity. 

DRUGS. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2; Standing, 2. 

DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, III, 1-7; Habeas Cor- 
pus, 1-3; Procedure, 1, 3, 8; Vagrancy, 1. 

DURATIONAL RESIDENCE REQUIREMENTS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, V, 4. 

DUTY TO PRESENT EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, 
ITI, 6. 

EARLY TRIAL PROVISIONS. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 

ECOLOGY. See Administrative Procedure Act; Standing, 1. 

ECONOMIC INJURY. See Administrative Procedure Act; Stand- 
ing, 1. 

ECONOMY OF THE STATES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


ELECTION DISTRICTS. See Stays. 


ELECTIONS. See also Constitutional Law, V, 4, 7; Injunctions, 
2; Mootness. 

1. Senatorial elections—Recounts—M ootness.—Issue here, whether 
recount is a valid exercise of State’s power to prescribe times, places, 
and manner of holding elections, pursuant to Art. I, § 4, of the Consti- 
tution, or is a forbidden infringement on Senate’s power under Art. 
I, § 5, is not moot, as Senate has postponed making final determina- 
tion of who is entitled to the seat pending outcome of this action. 
Roudebush v. Hartke, p. 15. 

2. Texas primary elections—Filing fees—Texas primary election 
filing fee system, which requires payment of fees ranging as high as 
$8,900, contravenes the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. Bullock v. Carter, p. 134. 


ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR. See National Labor Relations 
Act. 


ELECTRIC AUTOLITE CO. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
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EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Certiorari; Fair Labor 
Standards Act; Labor; National Labor Relations Act; 
Taxes, 1. 

ENJOINING STATE COURT ACTIONS. See Garnishment; In- 
junctions, 1; Jurisdiction, 1. 

ENJOINING STATE PROCEEDINGS. See Constitutional Law, 
IV; Elections, 1; Injunctions, 2: Mootness. 


EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Constitutional 
Law, V, 1-8; Habeas Corpus, 3; Procedure, 7; Stay. 


EVANSVILLE, INDIANA. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I. 
EVICTION. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 4. 


EVIDENCE. See also Constitutional Law, III, 6; V, 5; VII, 1; 
Procedure, 1, 8; Social Security Act. 
Impeaching credibility—Previous convictions—Constitutional in- 
validity —Court of Appeals’ denial of habeas corpus relief to peti- 
tioner, who admitted previous convictions in response to prosecutor’s 
interrogation for purpose of impeaching petitioner’s credibility, and 
who alleges that the previous convictions were constitutionally invalid 
because he was denied assistance of counsel at previous trials, vacated 
and remanded for further proceedings. Loper v. Beto, p. 473. 
EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS. See Habeas Corpus, 1, 3; Proce- 
dure, 5. 

EXEMPTIONS. See Judicial Review; Selective Service Act, 2. 

EXHAUSTION OF REMEDIES. See Habeas Corpus, 2; Proce- 
dure, 1. 

EXHIBITIONS. See Obscenity. 

FACIAL UNCONSTITUTIONALITY. See Appeals; Confession 
of Judgment, 2; Constitutional Law, III, 2, 4. 

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT. See also Certiorari; Labor. 

Overtime pay—Collective-bargaining agreement—Grievance and 
arbitration provisions—Grant of certiorari, to decide whether em- 
ployees may sue for overtime allegedly withheld in violation of Fair 
Labor Standards Act if complaint of that violation was also subject 
to grievance and arbitration provisions of collective-bargaining 
agreement, was improvident in view of subsequent disclosure that 
those provisions did rot apply to all disputes but merely those based 
on violations of the agreement. Iowa Beef Packers v. Thompson, 
p. 228. 

FAIR NOTICE. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 2; Obscenity; Va- 
grancy, 2. 
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FARM CREDIT ACT. See also Taxes, 3. 


Banks for Cooperatives—Required purchase of stock by borrower— 
Capital asset—Purchase of Class C stock of Banks for Cooperatives, 
required of a borrower by the Act, was acquisition of capital asset 
having a long-term value, and cost was not an amount “contracted 
to pay for the use of the borrowed money,” and thus was not de- 
ductible as interest. United States v. Mississippi Chemical Corp., 
p. 298. 


FATHERS. See Constitutional Law, V, 8. 
FPEDERAL QUESTION. See Procedure, 1. 


FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Elections, 1; Habeas Cor- 
pus, 1; Jurisdiction, 1; Removal. 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION. See also Procedure, 4. 


Protection of consumers—Unfair methods of competition—Decep- 
tive practices—The FTC has power to protect consumers as well 
as competitors and is authorized to determine whether challenged 
practices, though posing no threat to competition within the letter 
or spirit of the antitrust laws, are nevertheless either unfair methods 
of competition, or unfair or deceptive acts or practices. FTC v. 
Sperry & Hutchinson Co., p. 233. 


FEES. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I; V, 7; Elections, 2. 


FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 6; Con- 
tempt. 


FIGHTING WORDS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 
FILING FEES. See Constitutional Law, V, 7; Elections, 2. 
FILMS. See Obscenity. 


FINANCING PRIMARIES. Sce Constitutional Law, V, 7; Elec- 
tions, 2. 

FIRST AMENDMENT. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 5; VI, 1-2; 
Procedure, 7. 

FITNESS OF PARENTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7. 

FLORIDA. See Constitutional Law, III, 3; VII, 1; Procedure, 2; 
Vagrancy, 1-2. 

FORCIBLE ENTRY AND WRONGFUL DETAINER STATUTE. 
See Constitutional Law, V, 2. 


FORD MOTOR CO. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
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FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Confession of Judgment, 
1, 2; Constitutional Law, III, 3-5, 7; V, 45, 7: VI, 1-2: 
Contempt; Habeas Corpus, 3; Procedure, 1-2; Standing, 2: 
Stay. 


FREEDOM OF SPEECH. Sce Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 


FREE EXERCISE OF RELIGION. See Constitutional Law, VI, 
2; Procedure, 7. 


GARNISHMENT. See also Injunctions, 1; Jurisdiction, 1. 

Prejudgment garnishment—Participation of state courts—Injunc- 
tions —Prejudgment garnishment under Connecticut statutes is 
levied and maintained without participation of state courts and thus 
an injunction against such action is not barred by provisions of 28 
U. S. C. § 2283. Lynch v. Household Finance Corp., p. 538. 


GEORGIA. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 

GRAND JURIES. See Constitutional Law, V, 5; Contempt. 
GRANT OF IMMUNITY. See Constitutional Law, II; Contempt. 
GREEN STAMPS. Sce Federal Trade Commission; Procedure, 4. 


GRIEVANCES. See Certiorari; Fair Labor Standards Act; 
Labor. 


GROCERY PRODUCTS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 
GUARDIANSHIP. See Constitutional Law, III, 7. 
GUILTY PLEAS. See Habeas Corpus, 1. 


HABEAS CORPUS. See also Evidence; Procedure, 5-6, 8. 

1. Evidentiary hearings—Waiver of counsel—State post-conviction 
hearings—Where material facts bearing on issue of whether peti- 
tioner knowingly and voluntarily waived his constitutional right to 
counsel before entering guilty plea in state trial court were inade- 
quately developed in state post-conviction hearing, Federal District 
Court considering habeas corpus petition was under a duty to hold 
an evidentiary hearing. Boyd v. Dutton, p. 1. 

2. Serviceman — Conscientious objector — Court-martial proceed- 
ings—District Court should not have stayed its hand in habeas 
corpus petition by member of armed forces who had exhausted all 
his administrative remedies in attempting to secure discharge as 
conscientious objector, until completion of court-martial proceedings, 
as military justice system in processing of court-martial charge could 
not provide the discharge sought by petitioner with promptness and 


certainty. Parisi v. Davidson, p. 34. 
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FARM CREDIT ACT. See also Taxes, 3. 


Banks for Cooperatives—Required purchase of stock by borrower— 
Capital asset—Purchase of Class C stock of Banks for Cooperatives, 
required of a borrower by the Act, was acquisition of capital asset 
having a long-term value, and cost was not an amount “contracted 
to pay for the use of the borrowed money,” and thus was not de- 
ductible as interest. United States v. Mississippi Chemical Corp.., 
p. 298. 


FATHERS. See Constitutional Law, V, 8. 
FEDERAL QUESTION. See Procedure, 1. 


FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Elections, 1; Habeas Cor- 
pus, 1; Jurisdiction, 1; Removal. 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION. See also Procedure, 4. 


Protection of consumers—Unfair methods of competition—Decep- 
tive practices—The FTC has power to protect consumers as well 
as competitors and is authorized to determine whether challenged 
practices, though posing no threat to competition within the letter 
or spirit of the antitrust laws, are nevertheless either unfair methods 
of competition, or unfair or deceptive acts or practices. FTC v. 
Sperry & Hutchinson Co., p. 233. 


FEES. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I; V, 7; Elections, 2. 


FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 6; Con- 
tempt. 


FIGHTING WORDS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 
FILING FEES. See Constitutional Law, V, 7; Elections, 2. 
FILMS. See Obscenity. 


FINANCING PRIMARIES. See Constitutional Law, V, 7; Elec- 
tions, 2. 

FIRST AMENDMENT. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 5; VI, 1-2; 
Procedure, 7. 

FITNESS OF PARENTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7. 

FLORIDA. See Constitutional Law, III, 3; VII, 1; Procedure, 2; 
Vagrancy, 1-2. 

FORCIBLE ENTRY AND WRONGFUL DETAINER STATUTE. 
See Constitutional Law, V, 2. 


FORD MOTOR CO. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
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FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Confession of Judgment, 
1, 2; Constitutional Law, III, 3-5, 7: V, 4-5, 7: VI, 1-2: 
Contempt; Habeas Corpus, 3; Procedure, 1-2; Standing, 2: 
Stay. 


FREEDOM OF SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 


FREE EXERCISE OF RELIGION. See Constitutional Law, VI, 
2; Procedure, 7. 


GARNISHMENT. See also Injunctions, 1; Jurisdiction, 1. 

Prejudgment garnishment—Participation of state courts—Injunc- 
tions—Prejudgment garnishment under Connecticut statutes is 
levied and maintained without participation of state courts and thus 
an injunction against such action is not barred by provisions of 28 
U. 8. C. § 2283. Lynch v. Household Finance Corp., p. 538. 


GEORGIA. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 

GRAND JURIES. See Constitutional Law, V, 5; Contempt. 
GRANT OF IMMUNITY. See Constitutional Law, II; Contempt. 
GREEN STAMPS. Sce Federal Trade Commission; Procedure, 4. 


GRIEVANCES. See Certiorari; Fair Labor Standards Act; 
Labor. 


GROCERY PRODUCTS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 
GUARDIANSHIP. See Constitutional Law, III, 7. 
GUILTY PLEAS. See Habeas Corpus, 1. 

HABEAS CORPUS. See also Evidence; Procedure, 5-6, 8. 


1. Evidentiary hearings—Waiver of counsel—State post-conviction 
hearings —-Where material facts bearing on issue of whether peti- 
tioner knowingly and voluntarily waived his constitutional right to 
counsel before entering guilty plea in state trial court were inade- 
quately developed in state post-conviction hearing, Federal District 
Court considering habeas corpus petition was under a duty to hold 
an evidentiary hearing. Boyd v. Dutton, p. 1. 

2. Serviceman — Conscientious objector — Court-martial proceed- 
ings—District Court should not have stayed its hand in habeas 
corpus petition by member of armed forces who had exhausted all 
his administrative remedies in attempting to secure discharge as 
conscientious objector, until completion of court-martial proceedings, 
as military justice system in processing of court-martial charge could 
not provide the discharge sought by petitioner with promptness and 
certainty. Parisi v. Davidson, p. 34. 
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HABEAS CORPUS—Continued. 

3. Wisconsin Sex Crimes Act—Commitment for treatment—Waiver 
of claims——Federal habeas corpus is not barred by every state pro- 
cedural default, and an evidentiary hearing is required to determine 
whether petitioner knowingly and intelligently made deliberate 
strategic waiver of his claims in state court. Humphrey v. Cady, 
p. 504. 


HARMFUL ARTICLES. See Constitutional Law, V, 1; Stand- 
ing, 2. 


HARMLESS ERROR. See Constitutional Law, VII, 1; Proce- 
dure, 2. 


HAWAII. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
HEALTH. See Constitutional Law, V, 1; Standing, 2. 


HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE. See Social Security 
Act. 


HEARINGS. See Constitutional Law, III, 2, 5,7; VI, 2; Habeas 
Corpus, 1, 3; Procedure, 3, 7. 


HEROIN. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2; Procedure, 3. 
HOLDING COMPANIES. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 
HORIZONTAL RESTRAINTS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 


HOURS OF WORK. See Certiorari; Fair Labor Standards Act; 
Labor. 


HOUSING. See Constitutional Law, III, 4; V, 3-4. 


ILLEGITIMATE CHILDREN. See Constitutional Law, III, 7; 
V, 8. 


ILLINOIS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7; VII, 2; Procedure, 3. 
IMMUNITY. See Constitutional Law, II; Contempt. 
IMPEACHING CREDIBILITY. See Evidence; Procedure, 8. 
INCOME TAXES. Sce Banks; Taxes, 2. 

INDEMNITY AGREEMENTS. See Taxes, 1. 

INDIANA. See Airports; Elections, 1; Procedure, 1. 


INDUCTION ORDERS. See Judicial Review; Selective Service 
Act, 1. 


INFORMING SUPERIORS. Sce Constitutional Law, III, 6. 
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INJUNCTIONS. See also Constitutional Law, IV; Elections, 1; 
Garnishment; Jurisdiction, 1; Mootness; Standing, 1. 

1. Prejudgment garnishment—Participation of state courts —Pre- 
judgment garnishment under Connecticut statutes is levied and 
maintained without participation of state courts, and thus an in- 
junction against such action is not barred by provisions of 28 U.S. C. 
§ 2283. Lynch v. Household Finance Corp., p. 538. 

2. State court proceedings—Nonjudicial functions—Recount com- 
missioners.—District Court was not barred from issuing an injunc- 
tion by 28 U.S. C. § 2283, which generally prohibits a federal court 
from enjoining state court proceedings, as Indiana court’s functions 
of determining that recount petition is correct as to form and ap- 
pointing recount commissioners are nonjudicial, and § 2283 does not 
restrict enjoining state court’s acting in nonjudicial capacity. Roude- 
bush v. Hartke, p. 15. 


INJURY. See Administrative Procedure Act; Standing, 1. 
INJURY TO ECONOMY. Sce Antitrust Acts, 1. 

INSURANCE PREMIUMS. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 

INTEREST DEDUCTIONS. See Farm Credit Act; Taxes, 3. 
INTERNAL REVENUE. See Banks; Taxes, 2, 3. 

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE. Sce Farm Credit Act; Taxes, 3 
INTERPLEADERS. See Jurisdiction, 2; Removal. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Airports; Constitutional 
Law, I. 


INTERSTATE TRAVEL. See Constitutional Law, I; V, 4. 
INTERVENING REGULATIONS. See Social Security Act. 


INTERVENING STATUTE. See Judicial Review; Selective 
Service Act, 1. 


INVALID CONVICTIONS. See Evidence; Procedure, 8. 
INVESTIGATIONS. See National Labor Relations Act. 
IOWA. See Fair Labor Standards Act. 

IRREPARABLE HARM. See Stay. 

JACKSONVILLE. See Constitutional Law, III, 3: Vagrancy, 2. 
JUDGES. See Constitutional Law, I1; Contempt. 


JUDGMENTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 1-2; Confession of 
Judgment, 1-2; Federal Trade Commission; Procedure, 1, 4. 
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JUDICIAL CONSTRUCTION. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 


JUDICIAL REVIEW. See also Administrative Procedure Act, 
Selective Service Act, 1; Standing, 1. 

Selective Service appeals—Pre-induction judicial review—Section 
10 (b)(3) of the Military Selective Service Act of 1967 forecloses 
pre-induction judicial review where the board has used its discretion 
and judgment in determining facts and arriving at classification for 
registrant. In such case registrant’s judicial review is confined to 
situations where he asserts defense to criminal prosecution or where, 
after induction, he seeks writ of habeas corpus. Fein v. Selective 
Service System, p. 365. 


JURIES. See also Corstitutional Law, II; V, 5; Procedure, 5; 
Taxes, 1. 

Equal protection of the laws—Racial discrimination—Presump- 
tion Petitioner made out prima facie case of invidious racial dis- 
crimination in selection of grand jury that indicted him—not only 
on statistical basis but by showing that selection procedures were 
not racially neutral—and the State did not meet the burden of 
rebutting the presumption of unconstitutionality in the procedure 
used. Alexander v. Louisiana, p. 625. 


JURISDICTION. See also Garnishment; Injunctions, 2; Pro- 
cedure, 1; National Labor Relations Act; Removal. 


1. Personal liberties—Property rights—28 U.S. C. § 1343 (8) — 
There is no distinction between personal liberties and proprietary 
rights with respect to jurisdiction under 28 U. S. C. § 1343 (3). It 
would be virtually impossible to apply a “personal liberties” limita- 
tion on that section as there is no real dichotomy between personal 
liberties and property rights. It has long been recognized that rights 
in property are basic civil rights. Lynch v. Household Finance 
Corp., p. 538. 


2. Removal to federal court—Trial of isswes—Diversity—Where 
after removal case is tried on merits without objection and federal 
court enters judgment, issue on appeal is not whether case was 
properly removed, but whether District Court would have had 
original jurisdiction if case had been filed in that court. Here there 
was diversity jurisdiction in District Court if action had been 
brought there originally. Grubbs v. General Electric Credit Corp., 
p. 699. 


JURY SELECTION. See Constitutional Law, V, 5; Juries. 
JURY TRIALS. See Habeas Corpus, 3; Procedure, 5. 
KNOWLEDGEABLE VOTERS. See Constitutional Law, V, 4. 
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LABOR. See also Certiorari; Fair Labor Standards Act; National 
Labor Relations Act. 


Collective-bargaining agreement — Overtime pay—Fair Labor 
Standards Act—Grant of certiorari, to decide whether employees 
may sue for overtime allegedly withheld in violation of Fair Labor 
Standards Act if complaint of that violation was also subject to 
grievance and arbitration provisions of collective-bargaining agree- 
ment, was improvident in view of subsequent disclosure that those 
provisions did not apply to all disputes but merely those based on 
violations of the agreement. Iowa Beef Packers v. Thompson, p. 


228. 

LACK OF AUTHORITY. See Constitutional Law, III, 6. 
LANDLORD AND TENANTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 
LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS. See Bail. 


LEASES. See Appeals; Confession of Judgment, 2; Constitu- 
tional Law, III, 2. 


LEGISLATIVE AIMS. See Constitutional Law, V, 1; Stand- 
ing, 2. 


LEGISLATIVE REAPPORTIONMENT. See Stays. 
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, V, 4. 
LENIENCY. See Constitutional Law, III, 6. 

LICENSES. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 

LIMITATION OF ISSUES. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 
LITIGABLE ISSUES. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 
LOAN INSURANCE. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 

LOCATION OF EXHIBITIONS. See Obscenity. 

LOSSES. See Taxes, 1. 

LOUISIANA. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; Juries. 


LOYALTY OATHS. See also Constitutional Law, III, 5. 
Massachusetts’ oath for public employees—Constitutionality — 
District Court properly held that the “uphold and defend” clause, 
a paraphrase of the constitutional oath, is permissible. The “oppose 
the overthrow” clause was not designed to require specific action to 
be taken in some hypothetical or actual situation but was to assure 
that those in positions of public trust were willing to commit them- 
selves to live by constitutional processes of our government. Cole 
v. Richardson, p. 676. 
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INDEX 


LUNCH PERIODS. See Certiorari; Fair Labor Standards Act; 
Labor. 


MARKET DIVISIONS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 


MARRIED PERSONS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7; Stand- 
ing, 2. 

MASSACHUSETTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; V, 1; Loy- 
alty Oaths; Standing, 2. 


MEMBERSHIP CORPORATIONS. See Administrative Proce- 
dure Act; Standing, 1. 


MERGERS. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 


MILITARY JUDICIAL SYSTEM. See Habeas Corpus, 2: Pro- 
cedure, 6. 


MILITARY SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT of 1967. See Judi- 
cial Review; Selective Service Act, 1. 


MINERAL KING VALLEY. See Administrative Procedure Act; 
Standing, 1. 


MISSISSIPPI. See Bail. 


MODIFICATION OF JUDGMENT. See Federal Trade Commis- 
sion; Procedure, 4. 


MONOPOLIZATION. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


MOOTNESS. See also Constitutional Law, IV; Habeas Corpus, 3. 


Senatorial elections—Recounts—Seating of Senator—Issue here, 
whether recount is a valid exercise of State’s power to prescribe 
times, places, and manner of holding elections, pursuant to Art. I, 
§ 4, of the Constitution, or is a forbidden infringement on Senate’s 
power under Art. I, § 5, is not moot, as Senate has postponed making 
final determination of who is entitled to the seat pending outcome 
of this action. Roudebush v. Hartke, p. 15. 


MORALS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7; Standing, 2. 
MOTION PICTURES. See Obscenity. 

MOTION TO DISMISS. See Procedure, 1. 

MOTIVATION. See Taxes, 1. 

MULTI-MEMBER DISTRICTS. See Stay. 

MURDER. See Constitutional Law, VII, 1; Procedure, 2. 
NARCOTICS. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2; Procedure, 7. 
NATIONAL BANK ACT. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 

















INDEX 1227 


NATIONAL FORESTS. See Administrative Procedure Act; 
Standing, 1. 


NATIONAL GAME REFUGE. See Administrative Procedure 
Act; Standing, 1. 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. 


Investigation of unfair labor practice charge—Statements of em- 
ployees—Retaliatory discharges—Employer’s discharge of employees 
because they gave written sworn statements to NLRB field examiner 
investigating an unfair labor practice charge filed against employer, 
but who had neither filed the charge nor testified at formal hearing 
on the charge, constituted a violation of §8 (a)(4) of the Act. 
NLRB v. Scrivener, p. 117. 


NATURAL RESOURCES. See Administrative Procedure Act; 
Standing, 1. 


NEGROES. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; Juries. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I. 
NEW YORK. See Constitutional Law, II; Contempt. 
NONBUSINESS BAD DEBTS. See Taxes, 1. 


NONJUDICIAL ACTIVITIES. See Constitutional Law, IV; 
Elections, 1; Injunctions, 2; Mootness. 


NOTICE. See Constitutional Law, III, 3; VII, 1; Obscenity; So- 
cial Security Act; Vagrancy, 1-2. 

NOTICE AND HEARING. See Confession of Judgment. 

OATHS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1; Loyalty Oaths. 

OBSCENITY. 

Motion pictures—Drive-in theater—Location of exhibition —State 
may not criminally punish the exhibition of motion picture film at 
drive-in theater where the statute assertedly violated has not given 
fair notice that the location of the exhibition was a vital part of the 
offense. Rabe v. Washington, p. 313. 


OHIO. See Confession of Judgment, 1; Constitutional Law, 
Mm, 2. 


OIL INDUSTRY. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
OLIGOPOLY. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
ON CALL. See Certiorari; Fair Labor Standards Act; Labor. 


OPPOSE OVERTHROW OF GOVERNMENT. See Constitu- 
tional Law, III, 5; Loyalty Oaths. 
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OPPROBRIOUS WORDS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 
ORAL PRESENTATIONS. See Social Security Act. 


ORDINANCES. See Constitutional Law, III, 3; VII, 1; Va- 
grancy, 1-2. 


OREGON. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 


OVERBREADTH. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; V1, 1; Loy- 
alty Oaths. 


OVERCHARGES. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


OVERTHROW OF GOVERNMENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 
5; Loyalty Oaths. 


OVERTIME PAY. See Certiorari; Fair Labor Standards Act; 
Labor. 


PARENS PATRIAE. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
PARENTAL FITNESS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7. 
PARTIES. See Jurisdiction, 2; Removal. 
PASSENGERS. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I. 
PAYMENT OF RENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 


PENNSYLVANIA. See Appeals; Confession of Judgment, 2; 
Constitutional Law, III, 2. 


PERJURY. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; Loyalty Oaths. 
PER SE VIOLATIONS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 


PERSON AGGRIEVED. See Administrative Procedure Act; 
Standing, 1. 


PERSONAL RIGHTS. See Garnishment; Injunctions, 1; Juris- 
diction, 1. 


PETROLEUM PRODUCTS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


PHILADELPHIA. See Appeals; Confession of Judgment, 2; 
Constitutional Law, III, 2. 


PLEADINGS. See Procedure, 1. 
PLEAS. See Habeas Corpus, 1. 


POLITICAL PARTY COMMITTEES. See Constitutional Law, 
V, 7; Elections, 2. 


PORTLAND, OREGON. See Constitutional Law, III, 4; V, 2-3. 


POSSESSORY DISPUTES. See Constitutional Law, III, 4; V, 
2-3. 


POST-CONVICTION HEARINGS. See Habeas Corpus, 1. 
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PRACTICE OF RELIGION. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2: Pro- 
cedure, 7. 


PRE-INDUCTION SUITS. See Judicial Review; Selective Serv- 
ice Act, 1. 


PRE-JUDICIAL GARNISHMENT. See Garnishment; Injunc- 
tions, 1; Jurisdiction, 1. 


PRELIMINARY HEARINGS. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2: 
Procedure, 3. 


PREMIUM INCOME. Sce Banks; Taxes, 2. 

PRESUMPTIONS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7; V, 4-5; Juries. 
PREVIOUS CONVICTIONS. See Evidence; Procedure, 8. 
PRIMA FACIE CASE. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; Juries. 


PRIMARY ELECTIONS. See Constitutional Law, V, 7: Elec- 
tions, 2. 


PRISONERS. See Constitutional Law, II; III, 3,6; V,5: VI, 1: 
Habeas Corpus, 1, 3; Procedure, 2—3, 6-8. 


PRIVATE-LABEL BRANDS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 


PROCEDURE. See also Certiorari; Confession of Judgment, 1-2: 
Constitutional Law, III, 4, 6-7; Contempt; Elections, 1; 
Habeas Corpus, 1; Juries; Removal; Selective Service Act, 
1; Social Security Act; Standing; Stay. 


1. Challenge to welfare regulations—Jurisdiction—Erhaustion of 
remedies.—Dismissal by District Court of appellants’ challenge to 
Indiana welfare regulations for failure to exhaust administrative 
remedies, and alternatively for lack of jurisdiction and failure of 
pleadings to present substantial federal question, was erroneous. 
Court plainly had jurisdiction and exhaustion is not required in cir- 
cumstances of this case. If court’s characterization of federal ques- 
tion as insubstantial was based on face of complaint, it was error; 
if it treated motion to dismiss as one for summary judgment its order 
is unilluminating as to facts or law and was improperly entered. 
Carter v. Stanton, p. 669. 

2. Confession of codefendant—Confrontation—Harmless error— 
Any violation of Bruton v. United States, 391 U. 8. 123, that might 
have occurred by introduction of confession of codefendant, who did 
not testify, was harmless beyond reasonable doubt in view of over- 
whelming evidence of petitioner’s guilt as manifested by his con- 
fession, which completely comported with objective evidence, and 
comparatively insignificant effect of codefendant’s admission. 
Schneble v. Florida, p. 427. 
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PROCEDURE—Continued. 

3. Counsel at preliminary hearings—Retroactivity—lllinois Su- 
preme Court’s holding that Coleman v. Alabama, 399 U. S. 1, in 
which this Court held that a preliminary hearing is a critical stage 
of the criminal process at which the accused is constitutionally en- 
titled to assistance of counsel, is not retroactive, is affirmed. Adams 
v. Illinois, p. 278. 

4. Court of Appeals—Modification of judgment—Judgment of 
Court of Appeals setting aside FTC’s order is affirmed, but because 
the court erred in its construction of § 5 of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission Act, its judgment is modified to extent that case is remanded 
with instructions to return it to the FTC for further proceedings. 
FTC v. Sperry & Hutchinson Co., p. 233. 

5. Evidentiary hearing—Wisconsin Sex Crimes Act—Jury de- 
termination —Petitioner’s claims concerning his commitment under 
the Sex Crimes Act are substantial enough to warrant an evidentiary 
hearing. That Act and the Mental Health Act are apparently not 
mutually exclusive, and an equa! protection claim would be persuasive 
if it develops on remand that petitioner was deprived of jury de- 
termination or other procedural protections merely by arbitrary 
decision to seek commitment under one Act rather than the other. 
Humphrey v. Cady, p. 504. 

6. Habeas corpus—Conscientious objector—Court-martial—Dis- 
trict Court should not have stayed its hand in habeas corpus peti- 
tion by member of armed forces, who had exhausted all his admin- 
istrative remedies in attempting to secure discharge as conscientious 
objector, until completion of court-martial proceedings, as military 
judicial system in processing of court-martial charge could not pro- 
vide the discharge sought by petitioner with promptness and cer- 
tainty. Parisi v. Davidson, p. 34. 

7. Hearings—Prisoners—Free exercise of religion—On basis of 
allegations, Texas has discriminated against petitioner by denying 
him reasonable opportunity to pursue his Buddhist faith comparable 
to that offered other prisoners adhering to conventional religious con- 
cepts, and cause is remanded for hearing and appropriate findings. 
Cruz v. Beto, p. 319. 

8. Previous convictions—Impeaching credibility—Constitutional in- 
validity——Court of Appeals’ denial of habeas corpus relief to peti- 
toner, who admitted previous convictions in response to prosecutor’s 
interrogation for purpose of impeaching petitioner’s credibility, and 
who alleges that the previous convictions were constitutionally in- 
valid because he was denied assistance of counsel at previous trials, 
vacated and remanded for further proceedings. Loper v. Beto, p. 
473. 











Aor RENO 
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PROMISE OF LENIENCY. See Constitutional Law, III, 6. 

PROMISSORY NOTES. See Garnishment; Injunctions, 1: Ju- 
risdiction, 1. 

PROPERTY RIGHTS. See Garnishment; Injunctions, 1: Juris- 
diction, 1. 

PROSECUTION. See Constitutional Law, III, 6. 

PROSECUTOR’S OFFICE. See Constitutional Law, III, 6. 

PROSPECTIVITY. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2; Procedure, 3. 


PROTECTION OF CONSUMERS. See Federal Trade Commis- 
sion; Procedure, 4. 


PROXIMATE RELATIONSHIP. See Taxes, 1. 


PUBLIC AIRPORT FACILITIES. See Airports; Constitutional 
Law, I. 


PUBLIC EMPLOYEES. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; Loyalty 
Oaths. 


PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, II; III, 5; Loyalty 
Oaths. 


PURITY OF BALLOT BOX. See Constitutional Law, V, 4. 


QUALIFICATIONS OF SENATORS. See Constitutional Law, 
IV; Elections, 1; Injunctions, 2; Mootness. 


QUESTIONNAIRES. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; Juries. 


RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6: 
Juries. 


RAPE. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; Juries. 
REAPPORTIONMENT. See Stays. 

REBUTTAL EVIDENCE. See Social Security Act. 
RECONSIDERATION OF BAIL. See Bail. 


RECOUNTS. See Constitutional Law, IV; Elections, 1; Injunc- 
tions, 1; Mootness. 


RECREATIONAL DEVELOPMENT. See Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act; Standing, 1. 


REDEMPTION OF TRADING STAMPS. See Federal Trade 
Commission; Procedure, 4. 


REFUSAL TO ANSWER. See Constitutional Law, II; Contempt. 
REGIONAL SUPERMARKET CHAINS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 
REGISTRATION. See Constitutional Law, V, 4. 
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REGULATIONS. See Judicial Review; Selective Service Act, 
1; Social Security Act. 


REINSURANCE PREMIUMS. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 

RELEASE ON BAIL. ‘ee Bail. 

RELIEF. See Antitrust Acts, 2; Habeas Corpus, 2; Procedure, 
6, 8. 

RELIGIOUS MATERIALS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2; Pro- 
cedure, 7. 

REMEDIES. See Habeas Corpus, 2; Procedure, 1, 6. 

REMOVAL. See also Jurisdiction, 2. 


Trial on merits—Jurisdiction—Where after removal case is tried 
on merits without objection and federal court enters judgment, issue 
on appeal is not whether case was properly removed, but whether 
District Court would have had original jurisdiction if case had been 
filed in that court. Here there was diversity jurisdiction in District 
Court if action had been brought there originally. Grubbs v. Gen- 
eral Electric Credit Corp., p. 699. 


RENT. See Constitutional Law, III, 4; V, 2-3. 
REPLACEMENT PARTS. See Antitrust Acts, 3. 
RESELLING AT WHOLESALE. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 
RESIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, V, 4. 

RESTRAINT OF TRADE. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 


RETALIATORY DISCHARGES. See National Labor Relations 
Act. 


RETROACTIVITY. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2; Proce- 
dure, 3. 


REVIEW. See Judicial Review; Selective Service Act, 1-2. 


RIGHT TO COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, VII, 2; Evi- 
dence; Habeas Corpus, 1; Procedure, 3. 


RIGHT TO TRAVEL. See Constitutional Law, V, 4. 

RULE OF REASON. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 

SALES COMMISSIONS. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 

SCHEDULED AIRLINERS. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I. 


SECURITY RENT DEPOSIT. See Constitutional Law, III, 4; 
V, 2-3. 

SELECTION OF JURORS. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; 

Juries. 
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SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT. See also Judicial Review. 

1. Appeal procedures—Pre-induction judicial review—Section 10 
(b)(3) of the Military Selective Service Act of 1967 forecloses pre- 
induction judicial review where the board has used its discretion and 
judgment in determining facts and arriving at classification for 
registrant. In such case registrant’s judicial review is confined to 
situations where he asserts defense to « minal prosecution or where, 
after induction, he seeks writ of habeas corpus. Fein v. Selective 
Service System, p. 365. 

2. Intervening statutory change—Induction—Petitioner’s immedi- 
ate induction is not assured, despite foreclosure of pre-induction 
judicial review, in light of intervening statutory change, the new 
regulations thereunder, and a change in the Government’s position, 
albeit in post-induction case, to concede that some statement of rea- 
sons is necessary for “meaningful” review of administrative decision 
when registrant’s claim has met statutory criteria or has placed him 
prima facie within statutory exemption. Fein v. Selective Service 
System, p. 365. 


SELECTIVE SERVICE APPEALS. See Judicial Review; Selec- 
tive Service Act, 1-2. 


SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, II; III, 6: 
Contempt. 


SENATORIAL ELECTIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV; Elec- 
tions, 1; Injunctions, 1; Mootness. 


SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST. See Administrative Procedure 
Act; Standing, 1. 


SERVICE CHARGES. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I. 


SERVICEMEN. See Judicial Review; Habeas Corpus, 2; Pro- 
cedure, 6. 


SEX DEVIATE FACILITY. See Habeas Corpus, 3; Procedure, 5. 
SEX DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; Juries. 
SEXUAL FRANEKNESS. See Obscenity. 

SHARES OF STOCK. See Farm Credit Act; Taxes, 3. 
SHERMAN ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 1, 4. 


S&H GREEN STAMPS. See Federal Trade Commission; Pro- 
cedure, 4. 


SIGNIFICANT MOTIVATION. See Taxes, 1. 
SINGLE-MEMBER DISTRICTS. See Stay. 
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SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VII, 1-2; Pro- 
cedure, 2-3. 


SKIING DEVELOPMENT. Sce Administrative Procedure Act; 
Standing, 1. 
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. See also Procedure, 1. 

Disability benefits—Suspension of payments—Notice—In light of 
adoption of new regulations providing that recipient of disability 
benefits pursuant to § 225 of the Act be given notice of proposed 
suspension of payments and the reasons therefor, plus an oppor- 
tunity to submit rebuttal evidence, judgment is vacated to permit 
reprocessing under the new regulations. Richardson v. Wright, p. 
208. 


SPARK PLUGS. See Antitrust Acts, 3. 


SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS. See Administrative Procedure 
Act; Standing, 1. 


STAMP EXCHANGES. See Federal Trade Commission; Proce- 
dure, 4. 


STANDING. See also Administrative Procedure Act; Constitu- 
tional Law, V, 1. 

1. Administrative Procedure Act—Judicial review—Membership 
corporation—Person has standing to seek judicial review under the 
Act only if he can show that he himself has suffered or will suffer 
injury, whether economic or otherwise. Here, where petitioner 
asserted no individualized harm to itself or its members, it lacked 
standing to maintain the action. Sierra Club v. Morton, p. 727. 

2. Distribution of contraceptives—Unmarried persons—Health 
measure.—If Massachusetts statute under which appellee was con- 
victed is not a health measure, appellee may not be prevented, be- 
cause he was not an authorized distributor, from attacking statute 
in its alleged discriminatory application to potential distributees. 
Appellee, furthermore, has standing to assert rights of unmarried 
persons denied access to contraceptives because their ability to ob- 
tain them will be materially impaired by enforcement of the statute. 
Eisenstadt v. Baird, p. 438. 


STATE COURTS. See Contempt; Injunctions, 1-2. 


STATE EMPLOYEES. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; Loyalty 
Oaths. 


STATEMENTS. See National Labor Relations Act. 
STATISTICS. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; Juries. 
STATUS QUO ANTE. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
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STATUTES. See Constitutional Law, III, 2, 4-5: VI, 1: Obscen- 
ity; Standing, 2. 


STATUTORY CHANGE. See Judicial Review; Selective Service 
Act, 1-2. 
STAYS. 

Texas legislative reapportionment—Multi-member districts—Irrep- 
arable harm—Application for stay of three-judge court’s judgment 
in Texas legislative reapportionment case, effecting elimination of 
multi-member districts in Dallas and Bexar counties, is denied, as 
applicants did not sustain burden of showing that decision was er- 
roneous and that implementation of judgment pending appeal will 
lead to irreparable harm. Graves v. Barnes (Powe tt, J., in cham- 
bers), p. 1201. 

STOCK. See Farm Credit Act; Taxes, 3. 
STOCKHOLDER-LICENSEES. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 
STOCKHOLDERS. See Taxes, 1. 

STROLLING AROUND. See Vagrancy, 1. 

SUBSTANDARD HOUSING. See Constitutional Law, III, 4. 
SUBSTANTIAL FEDERAL QUESTION. See Procedure, 1. 


SUMMARY GARNISHMENT. See Garnishment; Injunctions, 1: 
Jurisdiction, 1. 


SUMMARY JUDGMENT. See Procedure, 1. 
SUPERMARKETS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 


SUPREME COURT. 

1. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to United States 
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, p. 1049. 

2. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to United States 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, p. 999. 

3. Assignment of Mr. Justice Clark (retired) to United States 
District Court for the Southern District of Texas, p. 1034. 

4. Appointment of Clerk, p. 970. 


SUSPENSION OF PAYMENTS. See Social Security Act. 


TAXES. See also Banks; Farm Credit Act. 

1. Business bad debts—Indemnification of bonding company— 
Stockholder and employee—tIn determining whether a bad debt has 
a “proximate” relation to taxpayer’s trade or business and thus 
qualifies as a business bad debt, the proper standard is that of 
dominant motivation rather than significant motivation. There is 
nothing in this record that would support jury verdict in taxpayer’s 











1236 INDEX 


TAXES—Continued. 
favor had the dominant motivation standard been embodied in the 
instructions. United States v. Generes, p. 93. 


2. Income tares—Controlled corporations—Reinsurance premium 
income.—Since the national banks did not receive and were pro- 
hibited by law from receiving sales commissions, no part of rein- 
surance premium income could be attributable to them, and the 
Commissioner’s exercise of 26 U. S. C. § 482 authority to allocate 
income of controlled corporations was not warranted. Commissioner 
v. First Security Bank of Utah, p. 394. 


3. Required purchase of stock in Banks for Cooperatives—Capital 
assets —Purchase of Class C stock of Banks for Cooperatives, required 
of a borrower by the Farm Credit Act, was acquisition of capital 
asset having a long-term value, and cost was not an amount “con- 
tracted to pay for the use of the borrowed money,” and thus was not 
deductible as interest. United States v. Mississippi Chemical Corp., 
p. 298. 


TAX REFUNDS. Sce Taxes, 1. 

TENANTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 4; V, 2-3. 
TENNESSEE. See Constitutional Law, V, 4. 
TERMINATION OF BENEFITS. See Social Security Act. 
TERRITORIAL LICENSES. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 
TESTIMONY. See Constitutional Law, II; III, 6; VII, 1. 


TEXAS. See Constitutional Law, V, 7; Elections, 2; Jurisdiction, 
2; Procedure, 7; Removal; Stay. 

TRADEMARKED ITEMS. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 

TRADE NAMES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 

TRADING STAMPS. See Federal Trade Commission; Proce- 
dure, 4. 

TRAVEL. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I; V, 4. 

TREASURY REGULATIONS. See Banks; Taxes, 2. 


TREATMENT OF SEX OFFENDERS. See Habeas Corpus, 3; 
Procedure, 5. 

TRIALS. See Constitutional Law, III, 3-4, 6; VI, 1; VII, 1; 
Removal. 


UNCONSTITUTIONAL ON ITS FACE. See Appeals; Confes- 
sion of Judgment, 2; “onstitutional Law, ITI, 2. 
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UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES. See National Labor Relations 
Act. 


UNFAIR METHODS OF COMPETITION. See Federal Trade 
Commission; Procedure, 4. 


UNION ACTIVITY. See National Labor Relations Act. 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS. See Constitutional Law, III, 6. 


UNMARRIED PERSONS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7; Pro- 
cedure, 1; Standing, 2. 


UNWED FATHERS. See Constitutional Law, III, 7. 


UPHOLD AND DEFEND THE CONSTITUTION. See Consti- 
tutional Law, III, 5; Loyalty Oaths. 


USE CHARGES. See Airports; Constitutional Law, I. 
VAGINAL FOAM. See Constitutional Law, V, 1; Standing, 2. 


VAGRANCY. See also Constitutional Law, III, 3. 

1. Florida vagrancy statute—‘Wandering or strolling around”— 
Vagueness.—Petitioners’ convictions for violations of Florida va- 
grancy statute for “wandering or strolling around from place to place 
without any lawful purpose or object” are vacated and case remanded 
for reconsideration in light of Papachristou v. City of Jacksonville, 
ante, p. 156. Smith v. Florida, p. 172. 

2. Jacksonville, Florida, ordinance—Void for vagueness—The or- 
dinance is void for vagueness, in that it “fails to give a person of 
ordinary intelligence fair notice that his contemplated conduct is 
forbidden by the statute,” it encourages arbitrary and erratic arrests 
and convictions, it makes criminal activities which by modern stand- 
ards are normally innocent, and it places almost unfettered discre- 
tion in the hands of the police. Papachristou v. City of Jacksonville, 
p. 156. 

VAGUENESS. See Constitutional Law, III, 3, 5; VI, 1; Ob- 
scenity; Vagrancy, 1-2. 

VOID FOR VAGUENESS. See Constitutional Law, III, 5; Va- 
grancy, 2. 

VOTING. See Constitutional Law, IV; V, 4. 

WAIVER OF COUNSEL. Sce Habeas Corpus, 1. 

WAIVER OF NOTICE AND HEARING. Sce Appeals; Confes- 
sion of Judgment, 1-2; Constitutional Law, III, 1-2. 


WAIVERS. See Habeas Corpus, 1, 3; Procedure, 5. 
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WANDERING. Sce Vagrancy, 1-2. 
WARDS OF STATE. See Constitutional Law, III, 7. 
WASHINGTON. See Obscenity. 


WELFARE REGULATIONS. See Procedure, 1; Social Security 
Act. 


WHEELER-LEA ACT OF 1938. See Federal Trade Commission; 
Procedure, 4. 


WHOLESALING. See Antitrust Acts, 4. 


WISCONSIN MENTAL HEALTH ACT. See Habeas Corpus, 3; 
Procedure, 5. 


WITNESSES. See Constitutional Law, II; III, 6; Procedure, 2. 
WOMEN. See Constitutional Law, V, 5-6; Juries. 
WORK TIME. See Fair Labor Standards Act. 








